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THE  BIBLICAL  DOCTRINE  OF  MARRIAGE 
INTRODUCTION 


The  question  how  we  are  to  understand  our  human  existence  is  being 

asked  today  with  a  new  intensity,  an  intensity  which  challenges  the 

answers  and  institutions  of  the  past.  Within  the  human  dil&mma  there 

is  no  greater  point  of  confusion,  tension  and  searching  than  at  the 

point  of  being  male  and  female.  The  affairs  of  business  and  state  may 

be  regulated  by  leaders  but  the  affairs  of  a  man  and  a  woman  are 

inescapably  their  own.  Here  man  and  woman  must  grapply  with  the  most 

pressing  questions  of  the  age.  Does  the  Bible  speak  to  Man  as  man-woman 

in  this  fundamental  area  of  human  existence1? 

In  entering  this  study,  "The  Biblical  Doctrine  of  Marriage",  we 

enter  the  conversation  which  presses  upon  Man  in  almost  every  phase 

of  his  life  today,  "Who  is  Man?".  In  a  world  in  which  Man  has  been 

increasingly  seen  as  a  function,  a  function  of  economic  or  historical 

materialism,  a  function  of  the  machine,  or  of  sex,  we  must  be  careful 

not  to  speak  of  another  vital  function,  even  though  it  be  religious! 

We  do  not  speak  Christianly  about  man-woman  if  we  only  add  a  religious 

aspect  to  their  life  together.  We  enter,  then,  the  anthropological 

discussion  today  at  the  point  of  Man,  male  and  female^,  and  at  the 

focal  point  of  marriage.  This  is  a  most  contemporary  point  of  entry  for 

us  in  Western  society,  a  society  which  is  deeply  cynical  about  marriage 

and  not  without  cause.  There  is  scarcely  a  person  amongst  us  within 

his  own  immediate  sphere  of  life  who  is  not  aware  of  not  just  one  but 

many  broken  marriages  and  even  more  of  marriages  which  have  become 

scarcely  more  than  'consecrated  dog  fights.  The  English  playwright. 

The  English  language  is  inadequate  in  making  an?/  distinction  between 
man  as  mankind,  the  human  race,  and  man  as  the  male  member  of  humanity. 
We  have  tried  to  make  this  important  distinction  for  this  thesis  by 
the  use  in  the  former  case  of  "Man"  and  in  the  latter  by  "man  1 . 
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T.S.  Eliot,  depicts  the  far  too  frequent  tragedy  in  his  "Cocktail 
Party1'  in  the  words  of  the  husband,  Edward.  When  Edward’s  friend 
asks  him  if  he  still  loves  his  wife  who  has  just  left  him  that  day 
unannounced,  Edward  says; 

"Why,  I  thought  we  took  each  other  for  granted. 

I  never  thought  I  should  be  happier 
With  another  person.  Why  speak  of  love? 

We  were  used  to  each  other. 

The  disintegration  of.  the  institution  of  monogamous  marriage  in 
Western  society,  where  it  has  never  won  a  complete  victory  for  its 
recognition,  presents  questions  of  the  most  fundamental  nature  to  the 
ordering  of  our  society.  We  are  not  concerned  today  with  isolated 

p 

problems  about  marriage,  pre -marital  intercourse  ,  birth  control  or 
divorce  but  with  marriage  itself.  We  are  challenged  to  give  a 
fundamental  interpretation  of  marriage  and  for  the  Church  this  means 
from  the  standpoint  of  faith.  Brunner  points  out  that  we  may  properly 
speak  today  of  "the  crisis  of  marriage",  for  even  a  mere  glance  at 
text  books  on  ethics  from  the  nineteenth  century  reveals  that  this 

institution  was  scarcely  regarded  as  a  problem  at  all. 3 

„T 

We  may  take  up  this  study  of  The  Biblical  Doctrine  of  Marriage" 
for  an  even  more  primary  reason  than  biblical  anthropology  and  the 
crisis  in  the  marriage  institution  today,  though  these  are  at  once 
related  to  it.  This  is  precisely  the  existential  nature  of  being  a 
man  or  a  woman  which  rests  upon  every  human  being.  There  is  no 

1  T.S.  Eliot,  The  Cocktail  Party,  p.25 

p 

It  is  interesting  to  note  in  a  Report  of  the  Ecumenical  Institute 
Conference  on  the  Problem  of  the  Family,  1950  p.25a,  the  statement: 
"We  must  note  what  Christian  psychiatrists  tell  us,  namely  that 
mere  repression  can  be  as  dangerous  to  later  marital  happiness 
as  promiscuity." 

3  Emil  Brunner,  The  Divine  Imperative,  p . 3^0 

Dr.  Richard  Lenz  in  a  lecture  on  The  Place  and  Function  of  the 
Family  in  the  Life  of  Modern  Society  reports  that  400,000  divorces 
are  granted  annually  in  the  U.S.A.  and  adds  that  'divorce  is  the 
result,  not  the  cause  of  marriage  failure".  From  the  Report  on  the 
Second  Conference  on  the  Family,  Ecumenical  Institute,  June  1953* 
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greater,  no  more  radical  division  of  the  human  race  than  that  of 
the  twofold  nature  of  Man  as  man-woman.  In  comparison  distinctions 
of  race,  class,  language  or  colour  are  superficial.  The  division  has 
a  peculiar  immediacy  for  every  man-woman  and  it  must  be  said  that 
wherever  man  meets  woman,  there,  there  are  in  the  broadest  sense 
sexual  relations.  The  fact  of  our  man-woman  co-existence,  our  sexuality, 
poses  for  us  one  of  the  most  primary  problems  of  our  existence.  Why  am 
I  a  man?  What  does  it  mean  to  my  existence  that  I  am  a  man?  Why  in  our 
origin  are  we  not  asexual  or  monecious?  It  is  within  the  Christian 
understanding  of  Creator  that  the “natural”  is  not  necessarily  the 
only  means  of  the  continuance  of  Man’s  descendants.  Yet  Christianity 
has  seldom  taken  seriously  or  positively  Man’s  sexuality.  It  may  well 
be  that  Freud  and  his  followers  in  their  more  extreme  interpretations 
have  been  the  rod  of  the  Lord's  anger  compelling  the  Church  to  hear  his 
Word,  “male  and  female  created  he  them".^ 

We  must  make  clear  here  what  we  mean  by  the  Church.  We  mean  the 
congregation,  the  assembly,  the  coming  together  of  all  those  who  belong 
to  Jesus  Christ  through  the  Holy  Spirit.  It  is  the  visible  people  of 
God,  those  whom  Calvin  calls  la  compagnie  des  fideles.  As  such  the 
Church  exists  not  just  as  a  human  assembly  created  by  natural  or 
historical  human  decision  but  by  a  divine  summons.  It  is  not  the 
summation  of  its  human  parts  but  it  is  the  “body  of  Christ”,  the  area 
which  God  himself  creates  and  sustains  as  a  continuous,  visible,  historic 
reality  on  behalf  of  all  men,  the  world..  This  congregation  exists  not 
for  itself  but  is  sent  forth.  Faith  and  love  are  not  its  possessions 
but  the  bread  for  today  and  which  it  prays  will  be  provided  for 
tomorrow.  Thus  as  Luther  says  the  Church  has  "the  face  of  a  sinner" 
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for  though  &hny  have  heard  the  call  of  God  and  responded  yet  the  hearing 
has  fallen  into  the  past  tense.  The  hearing  must  be  ever  in  the  present 
if  the  congregation  if  to  live  in  freedom,  that  is,  to  be  for  God  and 
for  the  world.  We  believe  simply  that  the  Church,  those  called,  have 
not  lived  in  freedom  by  and  large  to  God's  promise  to  us  as  man  and 
woman  nor  have  we  witnessed  to  the  promise  of  freedom  in  the  realm  of 
man’s  sexuality  to  the  world.  It  can  hardly  be  coincidental  that  the 
Church  has  become  the  popular  symbol  in  the  Western  world  of  the 
opposite  of  freedom  and  responsibility  in  the  relations  of  man  and 
woman.  It  is  our  task  to  examine  again  the  biblical  witness- ‘'the 
historic  record'  of  men  who  lived  under  the  tension  of  believing  God’s 
promise . 

Concretely,  the  Church  is  no  utopian,  mystical,  heavenly  sphere 
somewhere  within  and  uniting  the  ’'churches'*  but  it  is  the  congregation 
which  is  summoned  by  God  in  my  community,  which  must  proclaim  in  every 
facet  of  its  life  in  my  community  God's  promise.  In  this  it  will  be 
quite  at  rest  and  quite  restless  confessing  its  own  doubt  and  him  who 
is  its  faith,  Jesus  Christ. 

It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  Church  to  accuse  the  world  of  a 
libertine  spirit,  nor  for  her  to  seek  refuge  behind  tradition  however 
venerable,  neither  is  it  sufficient  for  her  to  make  answer  as  she 
frequently  has  done  as  in  the  words  of  Henry  Bowman  in  his  "Marriage 
for  Moderns'  when  he  says; 

"Adjustment  is  the  fundamental  thread  running  through  the  relations 
of  men  and  women.  It  is  the  fundamental  thread  running  through 
marriage,  it  is  the  very  essence  of  marriage.  It  is  the  point 
of  departure,  the  springboard  for  this  discussion, 

Even  if  the  Church  were  to  solve  the  complexities  of  economic  and 

political  justice  yet  fail  to  have  any  answer  at  this  basic  foundation 
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Henry  Bowman,  Marriage  for  Moderns,  p.l 
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of  human  existence,  then  her  word  in  the  world  must  be  under  serious 


doubt.  A  congregation  which  speaks  of  having  the  gift  of  God’s 
freedom  must  seriously  be  brought  to  question  if  it  fails  to  have  an 
ethic  which  cannot  bear  the  test  of  the  twofold  nature  of  Man. 

If  the  prophetic  voice-*-  of  the  Church  can  speak  to  Man  today,  at 
no  place  can  she  enter  at  a  point  of  greater  immediacy  to  men  and  womerj ; 
at  no  place  is  the  assertion  of  the  self  and  the  flight  from  the  self 
more  vividly  grappled  with  in  human  existence  than  in  Man ’ s •  sexuality. 
Our  culture  bears  witness  to  this  as  has  every  human  being  and 
civilization  which  acutely  feels  its  transitoriness  and  the  mark  of  its 


creatureliness.  Here  the  Church  may  perhaps  enter  into  the  lives  of 

o 

men  and  women  with  the  revealing  word  ,  judgement  which  men  and  women 
know  all  to  well  may  be  verified  and  grace  truly  spoken  of  and  received 
with  joy. 

It  is  in  the  realm  of  sexual  relations  that  mankind,  is  schooled 
amidst  pain  and  worry  for  the  novel  conditions  which  modernity 
imposes.  It  is  there,  rather  than  in  politics,  business  or  even 
religion,  that  men  most  poignantly  and  most  radically  meet  the 
organic  roots  of  human  personality  and  it  is  there  in  the  ordering 
of  their  personal  attachments  that  for  most  men  the  process  of 
salvation  must  necessarily  begin. 3 

It  is  the  claim, of  the  Church  that  the  Bible  speaks  to  the  whole 
existence  of  Man,  so  it  Is  proper  that  we  may  test  this  claim  at  the 


-*■  Wie  das  nationale  Problem  zur  Zeit  der  Propheten,  wie  die 

erstarrte  C-esetzesf rommigkeij  zur  Zeit  Jesu  oder  wie  die  Loslosung 
von  Rom  zur  der  Reformation  elegenheiten  waren,  die  Verkundigung 
zu  vertiefen  and  wirksamer  zu  gestalten,  so  ist  es  heute  vor  allem 
das  Eheproblem.  Heir  begegnet  der  moderne  Mensch  unmittelbar  der 

•  Schpofungsordung  mit  ihren  biologischen,  psychologischen  und 
soziologischen  Auswirkungen.  Heir  stosst  er  am  deutlichsten  auf 
sein  eigenes  personliche  Versagen  und  auf  die  Tatsache  der  Sunde, 
heir  erlebt  er  schliesslich  am  personlichsten  die  Erlosung  und 
die  Me'uwerdung  des  Mens c hen. 

The  Ecumenical  Institute,  Conference  On  The  Problem  of  the  Family, 
March  1950 ,  p.15 

^  See  Romans  1:24  ff 

rn 

3  Walter  Lippmann,  A  Preface  To  Morals,  p. 312  ' 
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point  of  our  being  man-woman .  Not  that  in  this  we  may  just  make 

a  study  of  the  sociological  phenoma  of  biblical  marriage,  that  is 
secondary,  but  that  we  might  find  addressed  to  us  the  living  Word 
of  hod  in  our  situation  as  man-woman.  We  do  not  wish  to  discount 
the  valuable  insights  which  we  are  receiving  today  on  the  physiological , 
psychological  and  sociological  aspects  of  the  institution  of  marriage 
but  our  primary  concern  here  is  the  theological  aspect.  The  latter 
must  take  its  stand  upon  the  biblical  foundation  in  the  last  analysis. 

Our  method  shall  be  to  pass  through  the  whole  Bible  seeking  tom 
develop  the  various  references  to  marriage  in  their  own  context.  The 
extent  of  the  survey  and  the  limitation  of  the  length  of  this  thesis 
necessitate  that  much  critical  reference  must  be  stated  briefly  and 
be  referred  by  footnotes  to  the  original  sources.  We  cannot  appeal 
to  isolated  pas  sages  in  an  absolutist  "proof  test"  manner  brut  must  see 
the  context  of  the  times  in  the  Old  and  New  Testament  and  see  the 
whole  in  the  light  of  the  biblical  view  of  G-od  and  Man,  For  instance, 
though  we  should  accept  the  seventh  commandment  as  the  Law  on 
monogamy  and  adultery,  it  is  our  task  not  only  to  say  what  it  means 
but  as  well  to  reflect  upon  why  it  is  said  and  from  what  point  of 
view;  not  that  we  might  thus  justify  the  commandment  by  our  reason, 
making  it  no  more  a  commandment,  but  that  we  might  give  a  theological 

^  The  Ecumenical  Institute  Conference  on  The  Church  and.  Marriage 
June  1953,  from  the  Report;  The  conference  suggested  the  need 
of  re-  thinking  and  re- stating  the  biblical  and  theological 
foundation  of  the  Christian  view  of  sex,  marriage  and  family 
responsibility.  Three  factors  make  this  reconsideration  particularly 
immediate  at  this  time,  namely: 

1.  The  rapidly  changing  conditions  of  modern  society  which  radically 
affect  the  structure  of  marriage  and  the  family. 

2.  The  new  insights  into  the  complex  nature  of  human  beings,  owing 
largely  to  psychology,  depth  psychology  and  psycho-analysis,  which 
challenge  the  traditional  understanding  of  the  nature  and 
significance  of  sex  in  human  life. 

3.  The  new  discoveries  in  theology,  especially  biblical  and 
anthropological  theology,  which  show  that  the  man-woman  relationship 
is  a  more  profound  and  basic  conception  for  the  whole  understanding 
of  the  Christian  message  than  rationalism,  puritanism  and  pietism — 
to  mention  only  a  few  theological  schools  of  thought — had  believed. 
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argument,  that  is,  consider  how  this  commandment  stands  to  the  whole 
hihlical  view  of  God  and  Man.  The  theological  argument,  however,  is 
not  complete,  grounded  though  it  may  be  in  the  biblical  understanding, 
until  it  takes  its  stand  in  living  relation  to  human  existence  today. 
Our  conclusion  then  must  attempt  to  focus  sharply  the  biblical  insights 
to  the  context  of  our  own  times. 

Our  thesis  is  this:  the  Bible,  the  Old  and  Sew  Testaments* 
does  have  a  serious  and  consistent  doctrine  of  marriage.  This  doctrine 
of  the  relation  of  man  and  woman  has  more  profound  end  fundamental 
insights  into  the  nature  of  G-od,  of  Man  and  of  the  whole  understanding 
of  the  Christian  message  and  its  proclamation  than  we  have  commonly 


thought . 
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IMAGO  DEI:  MALE  AND  FEMALE 


We  must  clarify  at  once  just  what  we  understand  the  Bible  to  be, 
particularly  in  respect  to  those  parts  which  are  not  strictly 
historical*  How  are  we  to  interpret  the  early  accounts  of  Genesis? 
Certainly  these  accounts  cannot  be  regarded  as  scientific  for  our  age 
but  were  they  regarded  as  scientific,  if  we  may  speak  in  this  manner, 
for  the  writers?  It  appears  unlikely  that  the  writers  were  concerned 
to  present  a  consistent  Weltanschauung  otherwise  we  should  not  be  faced 
with  the  recurring  inconsistencies  which  stand  side  by  side  in  the  texts. 
It  is  often  suggested  that  we  have  here  "creation  myths”,  timeless  uni¬ 
versal  stories  in  which  Man  seeks  to  solve  the  perplexities  of  and  to 
control  the  frontiers  of  his  existence.  At  best  myths  parallel  scientific 
explanation  venturing  beyond  the  stricter  and  more  precise  language  of 
science.  The  Egyptian  and  Babylonian  Myths  are  myths  which  express  them¬ 
selves  in  terms  which  belong  to  the  natural  order  of  the  cosmos.  In  fact, 
their  basic  themes  are  drawn  from  the  timeless  processes  of  growth  and 
decay  seen  in  nature.  In  contrast,  the  Hebrew  account  here  in  Genesis 
begins  not  with  the  cosmos  but  with  the  Creator  of  the  cosmos.  Myth  and 
ritual  ultimately  rest  upon  Man’s  attempt  to  define  and  control  his 
existence.  We  are  faced  with  something  quite  different  here  in  Genesis? 
Man’s  existence  is  created  and  defined!,  Myth  like  natural  theology  tends 
to  lead  to  the  view  that  Man  constructs,  be  it  however  primitive,  a  basis 
upon  which  a  divine  superstructure  may  come  to  rest*  YWN*^  creates  ”ex 
nihil”  but  Man  cannot  construct  his  life  out  of  observations  about  this 
creation,  from  the  heavens  or  the  cycle  of  life  and  death.  Only  IWHdJ 

himself  can  make  known  to  Man  the  meaning  of  his  life.  The  mystery  of 
Man’s  life  is  not  known  within  the  cosmos  but  only  through  him  who  is 

1*  I  have  used  here  and  will  continue  to  use  the  Hebrew  personal 
name  for  the  Deity,  IWWIL  The  name  itself  implies  the  Hebrew 
concept  of  the  Deity  who  cares  for  the  people,  who  discloses 
himself  to  them,  the  on£  who  reveals  his  own  name  to  them. 
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the  Creator* 

If  we  must  use  a  term  for  these  early  Genesis  accounts,  the 
term  parable  seems  best*  The  parable  speaks  about  events  which  are 
pre-history  but  are  related  to  Man*s  history  within  the  context  of 
the  present  knowledge  of  the  writer.  The  biblical  witness  arises 
in  the  historic  human  situation  in  the  encounter  with  YWfc#;  that  is, 
the  Hebrew  is  found  in  the  midst  of  the  Babylonian  myths,  polytheism, 
Egyptian  law  codes  and  so  forth  but  it  is  not  these  which  are 
constitutive  for,  or  the  peculiar  mark  of  Israel,  but  the  historic 
action  of  IWH  on  their  behalf  in  bringing  them  out  of  Egypt*  It  is 
knowledge  of  M${?s  action  which  brings  about  a  complete  inversion  of 
the  content  of  myth  even  though  some  of  the  mythical  form  and  expression 
remains* 

In  the  divine-human  encounter  to  which  the  Bible  attests,  &an 
is  not  given  a  sacred  language*  Poetic  symbols  must  be  used  to  speak 
about  existence*  In  such  symbolism  we  must  not  distort  the  point  of  the 
whole  by  analyzing  each  poetic  device,  as  some  do  with  Shakespeare;  on 
the  other  hand  we  cannot  discount  all  attempts  to  enquire  into  the 
poetic  expressions  used.  *t  is  not  simply  coincidental  that  the  Hebrew 
writers  use  certain  symbolic  figures.  Although  the  symbolic  language 
of  early  Genesis  cannot  be  carried  to  exaggeration,  the  writers  do  have 
real  reasons  for  their  language.  This  is  not  a  return  to  literalism 
which  sees  the  account  as  historic  fact  but  it  is  an  attempt  to 
penetrate  the  Hebrew  mind  as  to  why  the  creation  parables  possess  the 

f* 

orm  that  they  do* 
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"Let  us  make  man  in  our  own  image,  after  our  likeness"  reads 
Genesis  1:26.  This  plural  "let  us"  has  been  a  problem.'*’  There  is  no 
basis  for  holding  the  position  of  Irenaeus  and  of  the  Catholic  Church 
until  Luther,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  still  retains  this  position, 
that  there  is  a  distinction  between  image,  tzelem,  and  likeness* demuth. 
Clearly  we  have  here  a  Hebrew  parallelism,  it  has  been  suggested  that 
we  have  here  an  echo  of  polytheism  or  the  plural  of  majesty  taken  from 
royal  edict.  Creation  for  the  Hebrew  is  not  through  the  co-operation 
of  heavenly  hosts  and  to  think  of  Man  as  being  made  in  the  "image"  and 
"likeness"  of  angels  is  impossible.  Furthermore,  the  writer  P2  does  not 
allude  to  the  existence  of  angels  elsewhere  at  all.  The  plural  form  of 
majesty  used  by  P,  Elohim,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  survival  of  poly¬ 
theism  but  affirms  that  though  YWWB  is  One,  yet  he  is  not  a  lonely  Creator. 
YWMW  is  One,  "a  great  King  above  all  gods".  Psalm  95:3>  beside  whom  all 
other  gods  are  as  nothing,  yet  IWHU  is  not  what  we  would  expect  a  Greek 
might  say  of  him,  the  Alone.  The  Hebrew  holds  to  the  idea  that  there  is 
personality  in  YttHH,  and  a  person  could  not  exist  alone.  There  remains 
then  no  other  possible  choices  God  speaks  within  himself.  Trinitarian 
concepts  cannot  be  pressed  upon  this  Hebrew  text  but  we  can  turn  to  the 
text  to  see  how  the  writer  speaks  of  YftSS^s  image  made  known  in  Man 
through  creation.  There  is°*the  divine  nature  and  sphere  a  vis-a-vis. 

**•  See  Alan  Pdchardson,  Genesis  1-XI,  p.46;  Karl  Barth,  Church  Dogmatics, 
Vol.  Ill,  i.  p.215 5  J.  Skinner,  Genesis,  The  International  Critical 
Commentary,  p.30;  and  D.  Cairns,  The  Image  of  God  in  Man.. 

2 

Genesis  1:1-2 *4;  represents  one  stream  of  Hebrew  tradition  of  the 
Fifth  Century  but  may  also  incorporate  pre-Exilic  traditions  as  well. 

It  is  the  vrork  of  the  priestly  writers,  hence  called  P* 

3 

Karl  Barth,  op.  cit.,  p.205 
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God  is  an  I  and  Thou  and  in  this  "us",  his  own  image,  he  makes  I  and 
Thou,  Man  -  male  and  female.  In  "us",  let  Man  be  in  our  likeness  not 
as  an  "analogia  entis"  but  an  f,analogia  relationis"* 

"So  God  created  man  in  his  own  image,  in  the  image  of  God 
created  he  him*  male  and  female  created  he  them"^  This  1:27  verse  of 
Genesis  ought  to  be  read  in  one  breath,  so  to  speak r  created  in  the 
image  of  God,  male  and  female,  so  the  image  of  God  is  expounded  in  a 
phrase  with  the  addition  "male  and  female”.  As  the  characteristic 
feature  of  God  *s  nature,  indeed  that  which  is  constitutive  for  God,  is 

3 

that  ”he  includes  an  I  and  Thou  in  himself",  so  the  characteristic 

i  4 

feature  of  Man  s  nature  is  that  he  is  man-woman,  and  a  living  soul* 

There  is  no  suggestion  here  on  the  part  of  the  Hebrew  writer  that  God 

has  sexuality.  There  is  no  suggestion  in  the  Old  Testament  which  ever 

gained  any  significance  that  the  Deity  consists  of  a  male  and  female 

counterpart.  Man  and  woman  are  not  the  image  *  that  is,  the  image  is 

not  an  analogy  of  man-woman  which  is  static,  continuous  and  logically 

discernible  but  an  analogy  of  relation.  The  man  is  in  the  image  of 

God  in  respect  to  his  relation  to  the  woman,  the  woman  in  respect  to 

the  man j  it  is  a  relational  existence  "in  the  vis-a-vis  of  an  I  and 

Thou".^  Man  is  a  being  in  relation  to  Man  and  to  God.  The  biblical 

understanding  addresses  us  here  at  the  point  of  the  greatest 

differentiation  of  human  existence,  male  and  female.  The  single 

The  image  of  God  is  mentioned  directly  only  three  times  in  the  Old 
Testament,  all  references  occur  in  P.  Gen.  2:17,  5*1-2,  and  9:6* 

In  the  first  two  references  the  image  is  followed  by  the  phrase 
"male  and  female  he  created  them"* 

2 

A  textual  observation  upon  Gen.  1:27  made  by  Wihhelm  Vischer  and 
Dietrich  Bonhoeffer. 

^  Karl  Barth,  op.  cit.,  p220* 

4  In  the  Hebrew  nephesh. 

5  Karl  Barth,  op. cit.,  p207 
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differentiation  which  alone  is  recognized  in  the  creation  of  Man 
is  th&  aspect!  The  anthropological  question  is  raised  at  once  at 
the  deepest  point  of  Man’s  two-fold  existence  as  a  creature;  not  only 
this  but  Man  is  directed  to  the  place  where  he  may  understand  the 
mystery  of  his  being.  Male  and  female  in  our  likeness;  f,as  the 
invoking  I  in  God’s  nature  is  related  to  the  divine  Thou  invoked  by 
him,  so  God  is  related  to  the  Man  he  has  created,  so  in  human 
existence  itself  is  the  I  related  to  the  Thou,  the  man  to  the  woman. 

Is  the  text  anthropomorphic  and  conditioned  by  Babylonian  myths? 

les,  of  course  it  is  anthropomorphic.  The  Hebrew  never  thought  in 

terms  of  Greek  abstraction.  A  strictly  spiritual  interpretation  of  the 

text  would  be  to  draw  a  false  dichotomy  between  spirit  and  body  in  which 

terms  the  Hebrew  did  not  think.  The  Bible  has  a  decidedly  corporeal 

expression  of  the  divine  being,  not  least  in  the  New  Testament!  The 

twentieth  century  inference  that  anthropomorphism  is  a  bad  thing  per  se 

and  its  illusion  that  it  has  passed  out  of  that  era  of  history  is  only 

another  manifestation  of  Man’s  temptation  to  "be  like  God”.  Genesis  3*5 

Alan  Richardson  points  out  that  in  both  the  J  and  P  writers  there  has 

already  taken  place  a  thorough  going  "demythologizing”  of  the 

Babylonian  myths  and  the  writers  feel  free  to  use  certain  elements  of 

2 

the  old  myths  as  parables.  We  cannot  be  happy  with  an  interpretation 

of  P’s  w created  in  the  image  of  God,  male  and  female”  as  simply  an 

anthropomorphic  expression  or  as  an  element  of  past  myth.  We  have  here 

a  real  insight  into  the  nature  of  Man,  male  and  female,  and  a  clear 

statement  that  God’s  creative  act  is  also  an  act  of  revelation., 

**■  Karl  Barth,  op.cit.,  p220 
2 

Alan  Richardson,  Genesis  1-1X,  p33 
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The  Priestly  account  places  womans  creation  along  side 
man’s;  men  and  women  are  equally  important  and  are  complementary 
to  each  other  in  God’s  design.:  P  does  not  allow  that  the  division  of 
mankind  into  two  sexes  was  a  result  of  and  came  after  the  Fall.  The 
biune  nature  of  Man  is  part  of  God's  original  design  which  he  saw, 
nwas  very  good".  Genesis  1:31.  This  nature  God  blessed  and  gave  the 
promise  that  it  might  be  fruitful.  God's  blessing  is  not  dependent 
upon  the  fruitfulness  of  the  male-female  but  rests  upon  them;;  fruit¬ 
fulness  is  an  added  blessing  and  command  to  be  enjoyed.^ 

o 

The  climax  of  the  second  account  ,  the  older  account,  of 

creation  is  the  completion  of  Man’s  creation  by  woman  being  associated 

with  man  in  the  garden.  That  man  may  fulfill  his  task  -  to  till  and 

keep  the  earth  -  as  God’s  partner  in  the  covenant  relationship,  man 

himself  needs  a  partner,  "It  is  not  good  that  man  should  be  alone" 

Genesis  2:18,  Solitude  is  rejected;  as  God  himself  is  not  in  solitude 

nor  loneliness,  neither  shall  man  be,  who  is  created  in  his  image.  The 

first  impression  one  might  receive  from  the  subsequent  account  of  God’s 

forming  of  every  beast  and  living  thing,  and  man’s  failure  to  find 

among  any  of  them  a  "fitting  helper",  is  that  it  was  a  rather 

"unfortunate  divine  experiment"^  on  man’s  behalf.  Bather  not,  it 

serves  to  declare  that  man  is  "to  recognize,  choose  and  affirm  the 

assistance  appointed  and  created  for  him  as  such".^  Man,  in  his  own 

**■  Children  are  "a  heritage  and  gift  that  cometh  of  the  Lord" 

Psalm  127:3  and  Psalm  128. 

2 

The  J  tradition  coming  down  from  the  10th  -  9th  century  B.C.  and 
probably  incorporating  far  earlier  oral  tradition  of  the  Hebrew  peoples. 

3 

Karl  Barth,  op.cit.,  p334. 

4 

Karl  Barth,  op.  cit.,  p  334* 
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conscious  self,  as  an  I  whom  God  has  called  into  being,  must  address 
and  step  into  relation  with  his  Thou*  In  the  episode  of  the  animals, 
it  is  only  man  who  fails  to  find  a  mate,  a  "helpmeet".  What  suggests 
this  deviation  from  the  ‘natural’  to  the  Hebrew  writer(s)?  The  Hebrew 
feels  Man  is  different,  not  just  in  degree  but  qualitatively  from  the 
animal  world,  though  clearly  bound  to  it  too*  Unto  man  is  given  his 
work,  his  responsibility; 

but  no  one  cares  about  what  his  burden  may  be!  Then,  out 
of  drowsiness  brought  about  by  his  unsatisfied  fatigue  and 
toil  without  plentitude,  God  offers  him  woman,  the  un-hoped 
for  response,  impossible  of  invention,  living  grace.  She  is 
not  entrusted  to  man  as  someone  else  to  whom  a  name  must  be 
given  and  who  must  be  borne  along,  to  whom  he  would  have  to 
give  his  response  without  receiving  the  same  from  her  in 
return.  She  is  a  "helpmeet”*  And  the  man  is  ready  to  leave 
all  which,  in  this  patriarchial  period,  seemed  most  basic  for 
life,  "father  and  mother"  Genesis  2  524  in  order  to  attach 
himself  to  the  only  one  who  can  bring  him  out  of  his  solitude., 
as  master  of  creation. 3- 

The  R SV  translation  from  the  Hebrew  in  Genesis  2:18  and  20  as 
"helper"  negates  the  Hebrew  emphasis,  the  King  James  rendering  "help~ 
meet"  is  closer.  The  Hebrew  root  suggests  succor,  the  one  who  aids, 
who  helps.  The  emphasis  lies  on  the  "meet"  and  the  sense  of  fellowship. 
Woman  is  the  companion  of  man;  in  this  she  is  his  help,  but  not  in  the 
sense  of  being  one  who  fills  out  the  details  which  man  himself  cannot 
manage. 


Under  the  figure  of  the  man  fallen  asleep  and  the  removal  of  the 

rib  from  which  woman  is  made,  J  symbolically  shows  that  woman  is  not 

made  out  of  a  different  ground  from  man,  as  were  the  animals. 

Significantly,  it  is  from  the  man’s  side  that  woman  is  brought  forth. 

^  Andre  Dumas,  The  Biblical  Foundation  of  Mutual  Spiritual  Help, 

The  Student  World,  Volume  XLVII,  Number  1,  p9 

S.R.  Driver,  The  Book  of  Genesis^ translates  the  word  as  "an 
answering,  p.15 
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Woman’s  place  is  at  the  side  of  the  man,  not  behind  or  before  him,  as 
his  companion  and  helpmeet*  J’s  symbolism  indicates,  too,  woman*s 
dependence,  just  as  the  man  has  no  completion  aps.rt  from  her,  so  the 
woman  has  no  independent  existence  apart  from  him*  Although  J  places 
the  creation  of  woman  apart  from,  in  time,  the  creation  of  man,  in  fact 
last,  there  is  no  suggestion  of  woman  being  inferior  as  some  have 
suggested  and  as  social  practice  in  the  Old  Testament  would  indicate, 

J  is  clearly  in  advance  of  his  age*  ^f  this  position  is  held  consistent 
and  the  text  accepted  unchanged  woman  is  also  inferior  to  the  animals J 
Some'*'  would  amend  the  text  to  place  vss.  IS,  21-23  directly  after  vs  8 
followed  by  vss  16,  17  then  9  and  19-20  but  this  is  to  reject  the  whole 
point  of  J’s  narrative*  Man’s  dominion  over  creation  is,  from  J’s 
viewpoint,  clearly  unsatisfactory  and  incomplete.  In  all  his  mastery 
man  cannot  meet  his  own  need.  Man  meets  woman  through  grace  not  through 
his  dominion  or  his  searching.  There  is  no  fundamental  difference  in  the 
insight  of  J  with  P,  Genesis  1j27,  who  has  a  simultaneous  creation  of  man 
and  woman* 

Man  has  no  part  in  the  creation  of  woman,  he  sleeps!  ’’Man  does 

not  actively  share  in  the  creation  of  woman  and  so  in  the  completion  of 
2 

his  own  creation.”  However,  God  does  not  create  woman  merely  as  a  part 

of  man,  but  as  something  which  he  nevertheless  must  recognize  as  ”a 

3 

creature  with  an  independent  character  and  structure  of  its  own”.  God 
"Brought  her  to  the  man”  2:22;  he  leads  her  to  him.  ”He  creates  not  only 

1  and  Thou,  man  and  woman,  but  also  their  relation  to  one  another  as  such."^ 

^  See  The  Interpreters  Bible,  Volume  1,  p496 

2  Karl  Barth  op.  cit.,  p336 

3  Karl  Barth  ibid.,  p338 

4  Karl  Barth  ibid.,  p340 
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Again  the  P  and  J  accounts  are  in  accord  with  one  another,  God  creates 
man  and  woman  and  their  relational  existence.  In  P,  God  blesses  the 
relational  existence  which  he  has  created  between  male  and  female. ^ 

"And  God  blessed  them,  and  God  said  to  them,  *Be  fruitful  and  multiply, 
and  fill  the  earth  and  subdue  it*...."  Genesis  1:28.^ 

In  J*s  narrative  woman  is  made  for  man  for  fellowship.  Despite 
the  strong  emphasis  in  the  Old  Testament  upon  children,  J  does  not 
mention  in  his  parable  the  procreative  aspect  of  marriage.  The 
marriage  institution,  the  becoming  "one  flesh"  is  clearly  made 
anterior  to  the  Fall.  In  the  beginning  YMT&  wills  not  to  be  alone,  not 
to  be  for  himself  but  to  be  for  Man.  So  in  creaturely  existence  man 
is  for  woman  and  woman  for  man  and  each  in  the  image  of  God  is  to  be 
for  God* 

The  concept  which  is  set  here  in  Genesis  relates  the  Imago  Dei  to 
each  person;  there  is  a  universal  image  in  which  Man  is  created  but 
specifically  this  image  is  in  respect  of  man  or  woman.  It  is  not  a 
static  image,  something  which  can  be  possessed,  but  it  exists  as  a 
relational  image.  The  Hebrew  anthropology  understood  the  creative  act, 
"after  our  own  likeness:  male  and  female",  to  be  a  revelation  of  Mi¥ 
himself,  but  from  this  side  of  the  Fall  it  must  appear  as  the  revealing 
of  man  and  woman.1 


1 


See  also  Genesis  5:2  and  the  blessing  of  Noah  9:1 
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Then  the  man  said, 

"This  at  last  is  bone  of  my  bones 
and  flesh  of  my  flesh; 
she  shall  be  called  Woman,  because 
she  was  taken  out  of  Man." 

Therefore  a  man  leaves  his  father  and  his  mother  and  cleaves 

to  his  wife,  and  they  become  one  flesh.  ben.  2:23-24 

It  is  in  this  joyous  recognition  and  response  to  God* s  living 
grace  and  initiative  on  the  part  of  the  man  t oward  the  woman  that 
the  Hebrew  understanding  of  "one  flesh"  and  of  all  relational 
existence  appears.  The  depth  of  the  biblical  apprehension  may  be  seen 
clearly  through  the  now  familiar  work  of  Martin  Buber,  "I  and  Thou". 

"In  the  beginning  is  relation"^  and  without  relation  there  is 
no  life.  Man  finds  himself  related  in  two  ways  in  the  world.  Indeed 
all  relation  stands  in  two  and  only  two  primary  relations.  Each  time 
we  move,  act,  think,  speak  we  take  our  position  in  one  of  these 
primary  relations.  The  primary  ?/ord  of  either  of  these  two  relations 
is  the  personal  pronoun  I  which  means  implicitly  or  explicitly,  I-it 
or  I-Thou.  "Primary  words  do  not  signify  things,  but  they  intimate 
relations."^ 

When  we  say  I-It,  we  are  in  the  world  of  things,  of  objects, 
the  world  which  Plan  may  subdue  and  have  dominion  over.  This  is  the 
World  of  experience,  but  the  experience  is  all  inside  me l  It  is  the 
world  of  "using",  of  mastery  and  of  lordship.  But  this  world  of 
I-Xt  has  no  mutuality  in  relationship;  Man  finds  no  "helpmeet"  in 
the  world  of  I-It. 

"Man  travels  over  the  surface  of  things  and  experiences  them.  He 
extracts  knowledge  about  their  constitution  from  them:  he  wins  an 


Martin  Buber 


2 


I  hnd  Thou,  p.18 
op.  cit.  p.3 


Martin  Buber 
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experience  from  them.  He  experiences  what  "belongs  to  things... 

The  man  who  experiences  has  no  part  in  the  world.  For  it  is 
"in  him"  and  not  between  him  and  the  world  that  the  experience 
arises.  The  world  has  no  part  in  the  experience.  It  permits 
itself  to  be  experienced,  but  has  no  concern  in  the  matter.  For 
it  does  nothing  to  the  experience,  and  the  experience  does  nothing 
to  it.  As  experience,  the  world  belongs  to  the  primary  word  I-It. 
The  primary  word  I-Thou  establishes  the  world  of  relation."  1 

When  the  primary  word  I-Thou  is  acted  upon,  thought,  spoken 

it  is  spoken  with  the  whole  being. 

Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  G-od  with  all  thy  heart, 
with  all  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy  might.  Deut,  5:5 

And  in  respect  of  the  first  man  and  the  first  woman  in  J*  s  parable 

...bone  of  my  bones  and  flesh  of  my  flesh.  (Jen.  2:  25 

When  the  I  is  spoken  here  it  has  no  object  or  thing;  it  does  not 

experience  in  the  sense  of  making  observations  of  facts  and  events. 

The  speaker  takes  his  stand  in  1  iving  mutual  relation;  the  Thou  is 

a  subject  which  can  be  met,  whereas  It  is  an  object  which  can  only 

be  experienced. 

Adam  is  alone.  Over  against  him  stands  the  muted  world. 

Woman  is  brought  to  him. 

The  Thou  meets  me  throug;h  grace  -  it  is  not  found  by  seeking. 

But  my  speaking  of  the  primary  word  to  it  is  an  act  of  my  being, 

is  indeed  the  act  of  my  being. 

The  Thou  meets  me.  But  I  step  into  direct  relation  with  it..2 
Adam  is  confronted.  In  this  confrontation  is  mediated  to  him  the 
great  "therefore"  of  his  existence.  The  difference  betweenthe  world 
of  experience  and  the  affirmation  of  his  destiny  to  which  he  is 
called  in  his  creation  is  clearly  pointed  out.  In  this  "therefore" 
man  and  woman  "become  one  flesh".  In  this  affirmation  and  response 
on  Man’s  part  to  G-od’ s  action  in  creation,  man  and  woman  become  "one 

^  Martin  Buber,  op.  cit.,  p.5 
2  ibid.,  p.ll 
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flesh".  Buber  says. 

What  then  do  we  experience  of  Thou? 

Just  nothing.  Bor  we  do  not  experience  it. 

What  then  do  we  know  of  Thou? 

Just  everything.  For  we  know  nothing  isolated  about  it  anymore.! 
The  I-Thou  relation  is  direct,  no  system  of  ideas,  no  prior  knowledge 
based  upon  experience,  no  aim,  no  lust.  It  is  simply  the  natural 
order  of  creation  amongst  Men.  "Desire  itself  is  transformed  as  it 
plunges  out  of  the  dream  into  the  app  earance."2 

It  is  true  that  without  an  I-It  relation,  without  experience  of 
things  and  objects,  Man  cannot  live,  "But  he  who  lives  with  It 
alone  is  not  a  man".3 

The  eternal  character  of  love,  says  Buber,  is  the  entry  of 
a  man  and  a  woman  into  the  world  of  Thou,  a  relational  event  in 
which  the  beloved  becomes  Thou  instead  of  He  or  She.  In  this  event 
there  is  mediated  a  "vision  of  perfection".  It  is  this  "vision  of 
perfection"  whic h  brings  from  Adam  his  joyous  affirmation  and  which 
is  of  great  significance  if  the  love  of  man  and  woman  is  to  be 
understood.  Adam*  s  salutation  to  the  Woman  a  ttests  the  common  and 
valid  universal  experience  which  poets  and  less  articulate  men  and 
women  have  tried  to  express  through  the  centuries.  Perhaps  Dante 
has  recorded  and  analyzed  this  experience  as  well  as  anyone. 

Dante,  in  Florence,  met  very  fleet ingly  and  fell  in  love  with 
Beatrice:  for  him  "a  kind  of  dreadful  perfection  has  appeared  in  the 
streets  of  Florence;  something  like  the  glory  of  G-od  is  walking 
down  the  street  tov/ard  him."'*!  In  this  meeting  with  Beatrice,  Dante 
saw  "the  awful  likeness"  of  his  relation  to  G-od.  He  caught  a  glimpse, 

!  Martin  Buber,  op.  cit.,  p.ll 

2  ibid.,  p.3 

rz 

ibid.,  p.34 

4  Charles  Williams,  The  Figure  of  Beatrice.  p.£0 
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as  it  were,  of  the  divine  love  in  his  love  for  Beatrice;  as  he 
gazed  at  his  beloved,  his  Thou,  Dante  saw  for  a  moment  a  human  being 
as  God  sees  and  intends  that  human  being  to  be.  He  says  in  the 
Vita,  Huova : 

I  say  that  when  she  came  along,  I  was  so  thrilled  with  the  re  re 
hope  that  she  would  notice  me  that  I  was  friends  with  everyone, 
and  utterly  full  of  goodwill,  and  I  was  ready  to  forgive  anyone 
who  had  offended  me.  If  I  had  been  asked  any  question  at  all 
I  should  have  answered  quite  humbly  Love.^ 

In  Beatrice,  his  Thou,  the  divine  love  is  realized  for  Dante,  As 

he  affirms  his  Thou,  the  divine  grace  and  initiative  in  and  through 

his  beloved,  the  Eternal  Thou  addresses  him.  In  this  nf ailing  in 

love”  with  Beatrice,  in  this  universal  human  experience,  there  is 

mediated  G-od1  s  grace.  There  is  disclosed  in  some  degree  the  nature 

of  our  meeting  with  God,  Adam,  in  his  meeting  the  Woman,  comes  to 

know  God* s  living  grace  given  to  him.  In  such  a  vision  something  of 

the  perfection  of  the  Divine  Image  can  be  k nowh,  inasmuch  as  God 

can  be  known  in  his  creatioji.  It  may  be  argued  that  few  people 

would  ever  describe  their  ^failing  in  love*1  in  this  manner,  which 

is  true,  nevertheless  men  and  women  do  see  in  each  other  a  t?vision 

of  perfection11  which  others  fail  to  see,  hence  the  remark,  11 1  can*t 

see  what  he  sees  in  her111 

There  is  in  the  love  between  man  and  woman  particularity.  The 
event  does  not  happen  between  every  man  and  woman  but  only  between 
a  particular  man  end  a  particular  woman.  Bherwin  Bailey  in  his 
Mystery  of  Love  and  Marriage”  writes: 


the  beloved  appears  to  the  lover,  not  as  one  image  of  God 
among  many,  but  uniquely  for  him  as  the  image  of  God.  Man 
has  so  been  created  that  it  is  normally  his  nature  to  fall  in 
love,  and  through  that  experience  to  see  his  Creators  perfection 
mirrored  in  the  beloved  through  whom  God  reveals  himself  to  the 
lover.  When  falling  in  love  is  mutual,  the  lovers  communicate  to 
each  other  a  vision  of  God  who  is  the  end  of  their  love  and  their 
life.2 

1  A  translation  from  the  Vita  Kuova  by  Charles  Williams. 
Charles  Williams,  He  Came  Down  From  Heaven,  p .72 

^iley.  The  Mystery  of  Love  and  Marriage,  p.17 
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Every  particular  Thou  is  a  glimpse  through  to  the  eternal  Thou:  by  means 
of  every  particular  Thou  the  primary  word  addresses  the  eternal  Thou,1 

He  who  loves  a  woman,  and  brings  her  life  to  present  realisation  in  his, 
is  able  to  look  into  the  Thou  of  her  eyes  into  a  beam  of  the  eternal  Thou, 2 

It  is  in  this  vision,  the  revealing  to  two  persons  of  the  Thou  to 
one  another,  that  a  marriage  may  arise.  It  is  upon  the  ’therefore'1  of 
this  vision  that  they  can  ’’become  one  flesh".  The  vision  is  only  for  a 
moment,  though  the  moment  recurs  again  and  again.  He  or  she  who  has 
become  a  Thou  is  seen  again  and  again  as  an  he  or  she.  "Love  itself 
cannot  remain  in  direct  relation, . , the  particular  Thou,  after  the 
relational  event  has  run  its  course,  is  bound  to  become  an  It, "3 
One  distinction  between  Divine  and  human  love  lies  here:  for  God  the 
Thou  is  eternally  present  in  respect  to  Man;  for  Man  the  Thou  tends 
to  pass  into  He  or  She  and  God  into  an  It. 

The  ordinary  person  probably  does  not  think  through  the  common 
experience  of  "falling  in  love"  in  these  terms  but  it  is  within  such 
"ordinary  experience"  that  the  Church  must  speak  to  Men,  The  common 
experience  of  "falling  in  love"  calls  the  Church  not  to  become  romantic 
about  theology  but  theological  about  romance.  Chat  Williams  does,  in 
what  he  calls  "the  theology  of’  romantic  love",  is  "to  use  the  universal 
experience  of  falling  in  love  as.  a  starting  point  for  enabling  us  to  see 
something  of  the  meaning  of  the  claim  of  theology  to  be  the  divine 
wisdom  which  opens  our  eyes  to  the  meaning  of  all  things".^  Perh^ferts  it 
is  here  today  that  Christianity  can  eagerly  enter  the  anthropological 
discussion  and  also  be  able  to  speak  the  effective  word  to  the  "mass  Man". 

1  Martin  Buber,  op.cit. ,  p,T5 

2  ibid,,  p.106 

3  ibid.,  p.17 

^  Theology  Today,  July,  1953-  See,  Charles  Williams:  Lay  Theologian 
by  R*  M.  Brown,  p.22o. 
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The  biblical  idea  of  "one  flesh/  has  received  very  little 
attention  in  the  Church's  theology  and  life.  The  "one  flesh"  has 
generally  been  considered  as  synonymous  with  marriage,  that  is, 
within  the  legitimate  sexual  relation  recognized  by  society.  This 
failure  to  distinguish  the  institutional  from  the  ontological  basis 
of  marriage  has  led  to  much  confusion.  Unless  the  Church  is  informed 
of  the  biblical  idea  of  "one  flesh'7,  she  cannot  effectively  speak  of 
or  witness  to  the  distinctive  teaching  of  the  Bible  about  sexual  union 
in  the  institution  of  marriage. 

The  Hebrew  concept  of  flesh,  basar,  stands  for  the  whole  life- 
substance  of  Man  or  beasts  as  organised  in  corporal  form.  The  concept 
of  form  and  matter  requiring  independent  expression  is  foreign  to  the 
Hebrew.  Body  is  not  the  individuation  of  matter,  flesh.  In  the  Old 
Testament  some  eighty  parts  of  the  body  are  named  but  there  is  no  word 
for  the  whole.  We  have  here  then  in  this  phrase  !,one  flesh"  to  do  with 
the  whole  man  in  contrast  to  any  suggestion  of  the  body  as  against  the 
flesh.  We  are  led  far  from  any  inference  that  the  body  is  not  essential 
to  the  personality  and  any  antitheses  between  body  and  soul,  Man  "is 
an  animated  body,  and  not  an  incarnated  soul7’^.  Man  does  not  have  a 
body  (basar),  he  is  a  body.  Unlike  the  Greek  concept  of  individuality 
and  personality  in  which  Man's  body,  soma,  in  contrast  to  flesh,  sarx, 
is  that  which  marks  off  Man  from  Man;  the  Hebrew  sees  the  flesh-body, 
basar,  as  that  which  binds  him  to  all  men  and  nature.  His  individuality 
arises  solely  in  the  indivisible  responsibility  of  each  Man  to  God,  the 
unconditional  obligation  of  the  ”lhou  shalt".  Thus  the  Hebrew  sees  sex 
and  sexual  union  not  as  an  Independent  function  in  man-woman,  nor  as 
ultimately  unrelated  to  Man's  true  existence  but  as  having  to  do  with 

^  Wheeler  Robsinson,  The  People  and  The  Book,  p.362;  quoted  from 
The  Body,  A  Study  In  Pauline  Theology,  John  A.T.  Robinson,  p.l4 


the  very  being  of  Man,  that  which  he  fundamentally  is,  basar.  The 
Hebrew  had  little  or  no  interest  or  competence  in  psychology  or  physio¬ 
logy,  nevertheless  there  is  here  a  profound  anthropology* 

Man  and  woman  become  ”one  flesh”  through  sexual  union.  Grounded 
in  the  vision  of  their  Thou,  ”bone  of  my  bones  and  flesh  of  my  flesh”, 
they  are  made  one*  They  are  made  one  not  by  religious  or  civil 
recognition,  not  by  consent,  though  not  without  it,  but  by  their 
physical  union.  In  this  henosis^-  they  come  into  a  new  relation  which  is 
distinct  ffom  and  set  over  against  all  other  human  relational  unities,, 
”a  man  leaves  father  and  mother”* 

2 

”Now  Mam  knew  his  wife  Eve*”  The  biblical  word  for  sexual 
relation  is  ”to  know”,  yadha.  This  is  no  euphemism,  but  a  real  insight 
into  the  sex  act*  The  phrase  is  used  indiscriminately  throughout  the 
Bible  for  all  kinds  of  sexual  relations.^  It  is  used  interchangeably 
of  the  man  and  of  the  woman* 

The  use  of  such  a  term  is  obviously  only  comprehensible  if,  while 
it  draws  a  veil,  it  gives  comprehension  to  an  essential  element 
of  sex.  ••••  The  use  of  the  term  ”to  know”  in  connection  with 
the  sex  life  does  not  imply  that  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Bible 
all  knowledge  is  sexually  conditioned  but  sexual  knowledge  is 
certainly  regarded  by  the  Bible  as  the  exemplar  of  true  knowledge 

In  this  knowledge  is  resolved  the  enigma  of  masculinity- femininity*  man 
discloses  to  the  woman  her  womanhood  and  the  woman  to  the  man  his  man¬ 
hood.  The  knowing  is  practical  and  existential.  Mam  did  not  know  his 
wife  rationally  alone,  nor  only  in  the  "vision  of  perfection”,  but  in 
the  flesh.  Philologically  this  word,  one  flesh,  suggests  of  one  blood, 
blood  relations.  This  hardly  seems  to  be  the  meaning  here  but  clearly 

^  Henosis.  Union,  becoming  one.  From  the  Greek  eis,  the  cardinal 
numeral  for  ”one”. 

2  Genesis  4*1;  See  also  Genesis  4*17  and  25. 

3  Between  husband  and  wife,  e.g.  Gen.  4*1,  17,  25;  1  Sam.  1:19; 

Matt.  Is25  with  a  prostitute,  Gen.  3S:26;  of  rape  Judges  19*25; 
and  even  of  homosexuality,  Gen.  19*5  etc..  The  same  word  is  used 
for  all  other  kinds  of  knowledge  as  well  save  for  discernment* 

^  Piper,  The  Christian  Interpretation  of  Sex,  p52 
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a  covenant  between  man  and  woman  is  established  in  this  sex  act.  In 
this  fact  of  sex  in  Man  there  is  here  an  initial  presumption  for  Man’s 
existence;  Man  is  called  into  a  relational  existence.  It  is  signi¬ 
ficant  that  the  most  intimate  knowledge  of  God  that  Israel  has  is  often 
represented  under  the  form  of  Lover-Loved  and  Husband-Wife  relation*'*' 
Although  Freud  has  sought  to  represent  all  knowledge  as  sexual,  never¬ 
theless  he  has  been  closer  to  the  Hebrew  view  of  knowledge  than  have 
many  abstract  and  academic  views  in  the  western  world* 


1 


See  Hosea  2:1-13,  Jer.  2:1  and  Isa.  62:5 
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THE  FALL  AND  TH5  OLD  TESTAMENT  VIEW  CF  SEX 


A  short  review  of  past  Christian  thought  upon  the  relation  of 
sin  and  sex  and  the  Fall  forms  an  interesting  introduction  here*'*' 
Origen,  who  was  the  most  influential  theologian  of  the  early  Church 
until  Augustine,  taught  a  theory  of  a  pre-historic  Fall  in  which  Man 
became  involved  in  the  material  world*  Origen  saw  this  involvement 
in  the  material  world  as  the  place  where  Man  entered  into  finiteness 
and  mutability  and  sex  was  for  him  a  special  symbol  of  this*.  Origen 
had  a  second  theory  in  regard  to  the  Fall.  He  also  interpreted  the 
Fall  as  an  actual  historical  event  in  which  the  Serpent  seduced  Eve 
and  physically  infected  her* 

Gregory  of  Nyssa  attributed  bi-sexuality  to  the  Fall.  Since 

this  exegesis  of  Genesis  is  obviously  difficult,  Gregory  suggested  that 

Man  was  created  male  and  female  by  God  in  anticipation  of  the  Fall* 

The  dual  nature  of  Man  bothered  these  early  Christians  since  it 

failed  to  satisfy  some  of  their  Platonic  assumptions*  The  idea  of  a 

pure  form  and  ideal  found  its  opposite  in  the  sexual  nature  of  Man  as 

male  and  female.  Here  in  the  sexual  nature  of  Man  the  fundamental 

nature  of  his  insufficiency  and  dependence  most  strikingly  appears j 

neither  man  nor  woman  is  complete  without  the  other*  Sex  was  thus 

looked  upon  as  the  symbol  of  sin,  of  finiteness  and  mutability*  It 

was  regarded  as  a  special  symbol  and  consequence  of  sin  for  it  was 

here  that  sensuality  often  found  its  most  vivid  expression.  All  sex 

activity  was  seen  as  inherently  wrong  and  the  ground  and  origin  of  sin 

^  Reinhold  Niebuhr,  The  Nature  and  Destiny  of  Man*  This  brief 
survey  of  Christian  interpretation  of  the  Fall  in  relation  to 
sex  is  indebted  to  Niebuhr’s  section  on  Sin  as  Sexuality,  p223-240* 
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by  many  of  these  Hellenistic  Christians.  The  idea  of  bi-sexuality 
as  a  consequence  of  the  Fall  was  a  frequent  one.  The  ,,FomandresM,  one 
of  the  tractates  of  the  ”Heremetica”,  interprets  the  Fall  in  this 
manner.  Philo,  under  Plato*s  influence,  could  not  conceive  of  a  bi¬ 
sexual  creature  being  made  in  the  image  of  God.'*' 

Augustine,  although  he  frequently  uses  sex  as  the  primary 
symbol  of  the  passions  of  the  flesh,  breaks  with  the  morbid  attitude 
of  Origen  in  regard  to  sex.  Not  the  flesh,  nor  sensuality  as  its 
natural  fruit  but  the  ”proud  striving  of  the  heart”  is  the  root  of 
evil.  He  says: 

We  should  therefore  wrong  our  Creator  in  imputing  our  vices  to  our 
flesh:  the  flesh  is  good,  but  to  leave  the  Creator  and  live 
according  to  this  created  good  is  mischief*^ 

and  again: 

If  any  man  say  that  flesh  is  the  cause  of  the  viciousness  of  the 
soul,  he  is  ignorant  of  man*s  nature,  for  the  corruptible  body 
does  not  burden  the  soul.  For  this  corruption  that  is  burden¬ 
some  to  the  soul  is  the  punishment  for  the  first  sin  and  not  the 
cause.  The  corruptible  flesh  made  not  the  soul  to  sin,  but  the 
sinning  soul  made  the  flesh  corruptible;  from  which  corruption 
although  there  arise  some  incitements  to  sin,  and  some  vicious 
desires,  yet  are  not  all  sins  of  an  evil  life  to  be  laid  to  the 
flesh,  otherwise  we  shall  make  the  devil,  who  has  no  flesh, 
sinless.^ 


The  Thomistic  view  follows  Augustine  closely,  sensuality  being 

a  punishment  for  sin.  St.  Thomas  writes: 

God  bestowed  this  favour  upon  man  in  his  primitive  state,  that 
as  long  as  his  mind  was  subject  to  God,  the  lower  powers  of  his 
soul  would  be  sub  ject  to  his  rational  i^ind,  and  his  body  to  his 
soul.  fiut  inasmuch  as  through  sin  man  s  mind  withdrew  from 
subjection  to  God,  the  result  was  that "neither  were  his  lower 
powers  wholly  subject  to  reason;  and  from  this  there  followed 
so  great  a  rebellion  of  carnal  appetite  against  reason  that  neither 
was  the  body  subject  to  the  soul;  whence  arose  death  and  other 
bodily  defects* 

C.H.  Dodd,  The  Bible  and  the  Greeks,  pl65 
^  De  civ.  Dei,  Book  XI7,  Ch.v;  quoted  from  Niebuhr  op.cit«p231 

^  De  civ.  Dei,  Book  XIV,  Ch.3;  quoted  from  Niebuhr  ibid,  p  231  foot  note 

^  Surnma  theologiae,  Part  II  (Second  Part),  Question  164,  Aft.l;  quoted 

from  Niebuhr  ibid.  p232 
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Though  Thomas  defines  original  sin  as  having  sexual  lust,  he  still 
defines  this  desire  as  arising  from  self-love.  "Now  the  fact  that 
some  one  desires  a  temporal  good  inordinately  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
he  loves  himself  inordinately."**' 

Luther  rejects  the  Thomistic  implicit  emphasis  upon  reason  as 
the  master  of  the  body  but  otherwise  his  interpretation  does  not  greatly 
differ*  Sin  is  essentially  lust,  arising  not  from  natural  desires  and 
the  impulses  of  physical  life  but  as  a  result  of  Man’s  turning  away  from 
God*  This  turning  away  arises  in  self-love  and  is  marked  by  sensuality* 
This  brief  survey  of  some  of  the  more  outstanding  interpretations 
of  the  parable  of  the  Fall  indicates  among  other  things  the  pre¬ 
occupation  of  the  Churchfs  theologians  with  the  relation  between  sin  and 
sex*  The  Hellenistic  Christian  interpretation  cannot  be  supported  in 
terms  of  Genesis  to  which  we  now  must  turn*  However  it  is  noteworthy 
that  the  very  able  Eastern  Orthodox  theologian,  the  late  Nikolai 

A 

Berdyaev,  held  to  this  view  of  sex. 

The  enigma  of  chapter  three  of  Genesis  cannot  be  solved  through 
a  scientific  assembling  of  the  data  of  the  sources  of  the  parable  among 
neighbouring  peoples  of  the  Semite  world.  A  correct  scientific  diagnosis 
of  the  literature  of  the  parable  is  of  course  a  valid  study  but  it  can 
only  be  the  beginning  of  the  understanding  of  the  theological 
implications.  The  writer  is  struggling  with  the  problem  of  evil.  He 
speaks  the  language  of  his  own  times.  Today  men  struggle  with  the  same 
paradox  of  their  existence  in  their  own  context  of  evolutionary  thought; 
but  nothing  is  explained  to  me,  when  I  am  told  of  this  evolutionary 

^  Summa  theologiae,  Part  II  (First  Part),  Question  77,  Art.  4*  quoted 
from  Neibuhr  ibid,  p  232 
N.  Berdyaev,  The  Destiny  of  Mag,  p  299 
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context,  about  the  heart  of  the  matter.  There  still  remains  the 
need  of  expressing  the  inner  dialectic  of  the  matter.  The  story 
of  the  "Fall"  speaks  of  the  denial  of  the  qualitative  difference 
between  Creator  and  creature,  between  God  and  Man.  It  is  para¬ 
doxical  and  irreducible  to  scientific  data  alone.  Its  truth  can 
only  be  met  as  I  too  wrestle  with  the  subject  matter,  as  the  writer 
does,  in  the  paradoxical  existence  of  my  own  life.  Whatever  else 
might  be  said  about  it,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  writer’s 
parable  includes  man  and  woman  in  its  action.  Might  not  the  story 
have  been  set  in  the  single  context  of  a  man  or  a  woman?  No,  Genesis  3 
is  the  parable  of  the  fall  of  Man.1 

We  are  not  concerned  here  with  an  extensive  inquiry  into  the 
biblical  concept  of  the  origin  of  sin  but  rather  in  the  particular 
relation  which  this  bears,  or  is  said  to  bear  to  sex.  However  we  must 
say  one  more  word  about  "original"  sin.  The  Psalmist  says  t 

I  was  brought  forth  in  iniquity,  and  in  sin  did 

my  mother  conceive  me.  Psalm  51  *5 

One  interpretation  here  has  been  to  equate  the  sexual  implications  of 
conception  and  birth  to  sin  and  by  virtue  of  this  association  to  define 
original  sin.  Such  an  exegesis  is  inconsistent  with  the  Old  Testament’s 
view  of  8it%  elsewhere.  The  Psalmist  points  to  the  corporate  nature  of 
mankind.  The  context  of  the  whole  Psalm  is  ample  proof  of  this.  It  Is 
not  that  the  generation  yet  unborn  may  be  sinful,  it  all  ready  isj'*' 

This  fact  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  sex.  -4;  is  doubtful  if  the 
Genesis  account  is  concerned  to  establish  an  original  first  act  of  sin 
by  which  mankind  has  been  subsequently  infected.  Rather  J  is  concerned 

to  speak  to  me  of  what  I  know  to  be  true  for  me,  my  denial  of  the  limits 

1 


Note  Isa.  6*5 
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of  my  own  creaturehood  and  the  sovereignty  of  my  Creator* 

When  we  look  closely  at  the  story  of  the  Fall,  it  is 
noticeable  how  little  the  serpent  actually  does*  He 
is  not  a  principle  or  power  of  evil,  set  over  against  God 
like  the  principle  of  evil  which  ever  struggled  with  the 
good  in  Zoroastrianism.  It  is  not  what  the  serpent  is, 
but  what  he  says,  that  matters*  And  -  this  is  the  point  - 
his  words  do  not  put  anything  into  Sve  that  was  not  there 
before:  he  merely  brings  into  operation  what  aready 
existed.1 2 

The  Old  Testament  is  consistent  in  its  call  for  obedience 

to  IWHW  and  continually  asserts  that  the  keeping  of  the  law  is  a  joy* 

Sin  arises  in  the  human  denial  of  obedience  and  the  assertion  of  self- 

determination  of  joy*  Sin  is,  however,  more  than  a  personal  affair* 

We  can  say  that  !,'originaln  sin  is  that  I  affirm  the  negation  of  the 

paradox  of  my  existence  that  I  am  already  a  sinner*  Jfs  parable 

speaks  to  me  not  as  a  temptation  in  the  present  but  of  that  which  I 

know  to  be  true  for  me  already.  Have  we  not  now  made  the  mark  of  the 

creature  to  be  sin?  Have  we  not  ruled  out  the  possibility  of  speaking 

with  J  of  events  prior  to  the  Fall?  No.  In  the  beginning  God  passes 

over  the  darkness,  the  chaos  and  the  nihil;  he  creates  and  it  is  seen 

to  be  good.  So  God  passes  over  human  folly  and  creates  my  life,  which 

is  his  grace,  and  this  life,  my  life,  is  good. 

We  turn  now  to  examine  more  closely  the  aspects  of  J*s  parable 

which  are  more  immediately  relevant  to  this  thesis.  It  is  important 

to  keep  in  mind  that  Jfs  creation  parable  runs  from  chapter  2iU  to 

3:24  and  forms  a  continuous  whole.  In  understanding  Jfs  literary 

device  of  the  Serpent  we  must  disengage  our  minds  from  Christian 

and  post-exilic  concepts  of  Satan  and  avoid  any  identification,  which 

is  common  amongst  us,  that  associates  the  Serpent  in  the  parable 

with  Satan.  In  Semitic  lore  the  Serpent  is  proverbial  for  cunning 
2 

and  craftiness.  In  the 

1  D.M.G.  Stalker,  Genesis  1-XII.  p34 

2  Alan  Richardson,  Gene sis  1-XI , p71 


.  .  •  :  , :  •  '  vo  ;  .  .  cju\,  ;o  ;  /  'ic 

,  '  •  ■  : -  o  .  : 

.  t  I  wo 

t  ti 

a  j  ■{ .fi\-  ;rij3  levs  rfoxrfw  Ixvo  .0  o Lor:  .i:*xq  sat  o  ’ i:.I 

c  .  -■ 

‘  '  t  -  Let.  *  :  v :!  .<  t  .V.‘  "  •  /  i 

e*r?-\y  .tort  3bw  Ta'it  ev  o&&£  Jv-t  ton  or.-  stiow  aid 

I  o  c  :  ■  .  .  :  ' 

,  :  .  V 

or- -  J..L 80  2  .  x  nx  ..rnet^xaffoo  ;x  texev  y’?  -i  ra  00: 

,  ■  rjsi  ■  .  txqs  ©dt  h  J*  ■■■■:..■  •  r  t&aoi  bns 

talaoh  r'. 

4  - '  t  ■  ^  tsx  s  i:  •  •• 

tnx  -  •  f  '  © ,f  •  3 

■  •  :7  'j  *  :  -r:?,  :■  ’’  -  :  .T,.r.  '  ...  .  ..c  ; /  • 

I;  c  '  u  .  1  ax  .  .  ton  e  o<  ■  ■  g 

svb  «  •  c  mt  0  ■  w ..  I 

;txl  ix  sa  dt’  e  ■:  fo  rw  v.  fi eJ;  ad  ot  9 1  no 

.  coi  .  ,  hew 

act  ; Ixdxr  .  <3  19VO 

<  -  * 

3  .  xX  ,  0  t 

t  ;o  .  ■  ■  x  -  sic  nxiSBxa  oa  trust 

fao  c  tl  •  ,  ’  ' .  •  [9  ei 

'  ■  ■  :  .  )n  9 1  3  .  .  '  3U  a*  ta  J  >nx  ni  q©si  ■. 

,sIo  f  si  ro  f  1 1  fc 

3  3  1  '  I  "  )  9W  '  •  ■  ' 

£  '  .■  to  301X00  Oti  9-ts© 

■  g  .  038  <  - 

:  l 

od&  ■  •sasr.'.tlfiio  .bos 

.V  ;  <  -I  axr.an  :■■■  . [Ip ,  *  .  .  I 

IvqtI.  -  ""  tf.xoa  *'r:. .  rj. S 


30 


parable  God’s  will  is  declared  to  the  first  pair,  obedience  is  commanded. 
Only  the  Serpent  is  clever  enough  to  see  the  disproportionate  relation¬ 
ship  between  offence  and  punishment  and  it  is  he  who  raises  the  question 
of  the  limits  of  the  prohibition.  The  Serpent  is  for  J  the  convenient 
symbol  for  the  personification  of  temptation.  The  parable  has  no 
primary  concern  with  sex  as  such,  although  it  does  have  a  consequent 
interest.  Man  breaks  the  covenant  relation  between  Creator  and  creature, 
first  by  doubting  whether  God’s  arrangements  are  the  best  and  secondly 
by  questioning  by  his  actions  whether  God’s  prohibitions,  the  limits  of 
creaturely  existence,  really  are  binding.  Kittel^  points  out  that 
knowledge  of  good  and  evil  in  the  parable  has  nothing  to  do  with  sex; 

Man  is  faced  by  the  fact  of  exercising  his  own  will,  of  becoming  T,like 
God  knowing  good  and  evil”.  It  is  impossible  here  to  drag  the  terms 
good  and  evil  into  the  sexual  sphere.^  Man  snatches  at  equality  with 
God,  thinking  therein  to  determine  for  himself  what  is  good  and  evil. 

In  the  joyous  recognition  of  the  woman  by  the  man,  his  cleaving 
to  her,  and  their  becoming  ”one  flesh”,  J’s  parable  says:  ”the  man 
and  his  wife  were  both  naked,  and  were  not  ashamed”.  Gen.  2:25  Where 
man  and  woman  belong  utterly  and  unselfishly  to  each  other,  where  they 
address  each  other  as  Thou,  in  whom  they  glimpse  the  eternal  Thou,  there 
is  no  shame.  Without  sin  nothing  needs  to  be  hidden,  but  now  having 
made  themselves  as  God,  each  must  hear  the  burden  of  self-determination 
of  good  and  evil.  Knowledge  has  become  egocentric,  not  only  apart  from 
God,  but  apart  from  one  another;  before  God  and  one  another,  their  ego¬ 
centric  knowledge,  their  desire  to  be  responsible  only  to  the  self,  is 
naked;  knowing  good  and  evil,  they  are  ashamed.  Undoubtedly  J’s  view 

1  Gottfried  Quell,  Kittel's  Bible  Key  Words,  Sin,  p26 
^  See  also  Deut*  1*39  and  II  Samuel  19*35 
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is  bound  up  with  the  Hebrew  cultural  horror  of  the  naked  body,  but 

still  there  is  here  a  profound  insight.  J’s  parable  suggests  the 

weakness  of  woman,  it  is  she  who  yields*  It  is  the  woman  who  sees 

the  desirability  of  being  "wise”  and  who  gives  the  same  to  her 

husband Tertullian  in  addressing  the  women  of  his  day  says  that  women 

should  repent  and  expiate  Eve’s  sin  which  is  the  mark  of  woman,  ”Do 

2 

you  not  know  that  you  are  each  an  Eve?”  But  the  parable  is  deeper 

than  to  infer  the  weakness,  hence  inferiority  of  woman,  for  it  is  the 

man  who  hurls  into  the  very  face  of  God,  God  *s  beneficient  grace  toward 

him.  ’The  woman  whom  thou  gavest  to  be  with  me,  she  gave  me  the  fruit 

of  the  tree,  and  I  ate.*  Genesis  3sl2*  She  whom  God  brought  forth  to 

stand  as  man’s  "helpmeet”  by  his  side  when  no  other  helper  could  be 

found  for  him  in  his  solitude,  she  whom  man  has  addressed  as  his  Thou, 

is  repudiated  and  discreditted  and  the  blame  is  God ’si 

The  parable  of  the  Fall  stands  as  a  vista  of  Kan’s  life  as  a  whole 

wilful  pride  breaks  the  covenant  relation  between  God  and  Man,  and  Man 

and  Man;  the  common  everyday  iLls  of  Man  are  explained  within  this  context 

including  the  pain  of  child  birth  and  the  desire  of  the  woman  for  her 

husband  and  his  rule  over  her.  J  nowhere  in  his  story  suggests  that 

matter  is  corrupt  and  intrinsically  evil,  nor  that  carnality  is  a  s±n% 

such  inference  does  not  arise  in  the  Hebrew  mind* 

^t  is  true  that  in  the  pre-prophet ic  period  of  Hebrew  history 

sex  was  surrounded  by  many  taboos*  A  woman  was  unclean  at  the  time  of 

^  The  expression  "cherchez  la  femme”  in  the  solving  of  many  crimes 
is  perhaps  not  just  coincidental! 

*  Erasmus*  thoughts  are  not  unlike  Tertulian’s,  he  writes:  "As  woman 
was  the  first  to  become  an-  example  as  a  sinner  to  her  husband,  and 
as  she  thereby  made  him  mortal,  she  has  been  required  to  follow  him 
and  be  subject  to  him  in  order  to  atone  for  the  evil  she  did  the 
human  race”.  The  Institution  of  Christian  Marriage:  quoted  from 
B*J.  Stern,  The  Family  Past  and  Present,  pl29 
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menstruation  Lev,  12:2,  if  a  male  child  was  born  the  woman  was  unclean 
for  seven  days,  if  it  was  a  female  child  the  mother  was  unclean  for 
two  weeks  and  in  all  these  instances  the  woman  must  purify  herself 
with  an  offering.  In  Lev,  15:16  we  find,  "if  a  man  has  an  emission 
of  semen,  he  shall  bathe  his  whole  body  in  water,  and  be  unclean  until 
the  evening”.  Again  Lev,  I3:6ff  carefully  describes  non- legitimate 
areas  where  amongst  kin  sexual  relations  "uncovering  of  nakedness" 
must  not  take  place  and  in  chapter  20:10ff  most  rigorous  punishment 
is  prescribed  for  those  taken  in  adultery.  Piper**-  points  out  that  the 
Hebrew  view  of  sex  in  pre-prophetic  times  is  not  unlike  that  of  other 
Semite  tribes  of  the  same  period  and  shows  the  characteristics  of  a 
mana-taboo  religion.  Yet  this  mana  religious  concept  for  the  Hebrew 
is  sublimated  into  his  faith  in  a  personal  YHi&f.  Hence  the  Hebrew’s 
understanding  of  sex  was  based  on  the  will  of  God  and  in  relation  to 
his  doctrine  of  the  relationship  between  God  and  Man,  "Sex  was 

2 

regarded  as  a  profound  mystery,  and  anything  but  a  matter  of  course 

Although  sex  was  surrounded  by  many  taboos,  yet  where  there  was  no 

3 

question  of  becoming  unclean,  sex  life  was  not  artificial.  The 

functions  of  sex  are  ingeniously  displayed  throughout  the  Old  Testament 

the  barren  woman  is  made  fertile.^  There  is  every  desire  on  the  part 

of  the  Hebrew  woman  to  bear  children,  failure  to  do  so  is  a  cause  for 

intercession  to  YWHfrand  also  ground  for  divorce,  Abraham  is  promised 

descendants  as  many  as  the  sands  of  the  sea;  the  prophets  skillfully 

^  Piper  op,cit.,  p7 
ibid,,  p7 

^  Onan’s  sin  Gen,  33  is  not  in  sexual  relations  per  se  but  that  he 
refused  to  raise  up  children,  as  was  the  custom,  to  his  brother. 

See  Deut,  25  on  rules  for  the  practice  of  Levirate  marriage.  Again 
in  the  Book  of  the  Covenant,  Gen,  21:10  the  man  is  commanded  to  give 
his  wife  her  "marital  rights", 

^  See  Gen,  21:2,  Sarah  receives  Isaac;  I  Sam.  1:20  Hannah  bears 
Samuel;  Lk.  1:36  Elizabeth  bears  John  the  Baptist, 
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use  the  symbol  of  sex  to  proclaim  the  Word  to  the  people;  the 
poet(s)  of  the  Song  of  Songs  extol (s)  the  physical  love  of  man 
and  woman. 

In  attempting  to  desexualize  the  idea  of  man  in  the  early 
Church  through  the  influence  of  Platonic  thought,  and  in  the  vivid 
practical  expression  of  the  same  which  soon  appeared  in  the  ascetic 
movements  of  the  Church,  Hellenistic  Christianity  succeeded  only  in 
over  sexualizing  the  idea  of  woman.  If  we  define  a  man  to  be  a  male 
human  being  and  woman  to  be  a  female  human  being,  what  the  early 
Church  tended  to  do  was  to  strike  the  male  out  of  the  definition  of 
man  and  human  being  out  of  the  definition  of  woman* 
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THE  COMMANDMENT  ?  ”YOU  SHALL  NOT  COM  ADULTERY” 


A  brief  look  at  the  Decalogue  as  a  whole  is  necessary  before 
we  speak  of  any  of  its  parts.  The  Decalogue  is  not  a  "catechism”  of 
the  Hebrews.  A  catechism  means  an  instruction  for  a  person  who  learns 
the  basic  summary  in  order  to  qualify  for  membership  in  a  community* 

The  catechism  is  written  in  the  third  and  first  person  —  partly  as  a 
series  of  statements  about  the  object  of  its  concern,  partly  as  an  article 
of  personal  belief  in  that  object.  Undoubtedly  the  commandments  bear 
some  semblance  and  some  debt  to  moral  codes  of  the  Semite  world,  but 
the  soul  of  the  Decalogue  is  found  in  the  word  "Thou”.  In  the  code 
nothing  is  stated  or  confessed  but  an  unconditional  obligation  is  laid 
upon  the  hearer.  The  hearer  is  torn  from  his  comfortable  cultic 
ritual  and  summoned  to  a  decision.  There  is  a  view  of  personality  here 
which  has  nothing  to  do  with  an  animistic  inde  struct  able  soul-substance 
which  gives  Man  an  affinity  with  divinity  and  meaning  to  his  life.  Nor 
is  there  possible  here  a  view  of  Man  who  must  organize  his  individual 
life  into  a  well  balanced  spiritual  unity.  The  Hebrew  understood  the 
commandments  to  arise  out  of  the  encounter  of  God  with  the  nation  at 
Sinai*  As  such  the  commandments  were  not  norms  of  life  but  bespoke 
the  nature  of  this  living*  Reality  which  was  the  covenant  relation. 

The  ”Thou  shalt”  of  the  Law  was  not  seen  fundamentally  as  an  external 
and  arbritary  demand  but  as  a  relation  of  grace, "ch®sed^  which 
arose  through  an  inner  motivation  and  illumination  of  the  relation¬ 
ship.  The  commandments  cannot  be  reduced  to  the  status  of  controlled 
behaviour,  which  is  the  essence  of  morality* 
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The  Book  of  the  Covenant,  Exodus  20-23,  contains  three  primary 
pronouncements  upon  the  relations  between  man  and  woman  in  respect  to 
their  sexual  natures*  ”You  shall  not  covet  . ...  your  neighbour^  wife*.” 
Ex*  20:17,  ”If  a  man  seduce  a  virgin  who  is  not  betrothed  and  lies  with 
her,  he  shall  give  the  marriage  present  for  her,  and  make  her  his  wife.” 
Ex.  22:16,  Both  of  these  statements  lie  grounded  in  the  familiar  seventh 
commandment,  ”You  shall  not  commit  adultery.”  Ex.  20:14* 

The  social  context  of  this  commandment  must  be  explored.  Poly¬ 
gamy  was  a  wide-spread  practice  in  the  Semite  world  and  continued  for 
many  centuries.  Even  in  the  eighth  century  A.D*,  Islam  only  dared  to 
contravene  the  common  practice  by  establishing  a  limit  of  four  wives. 

In  Semite  society  woman  was  thought  of  primarily  as  the  husband* s 
property,  an  inferior  kind  of  being  and  there  existed  a  distinctly  double 
standard  of  conduct  for  man  and  woman,  with  the  heavier  demands  upon  the 
woman.  **t  is  clear  that  the  Hebrew  man  committed  adultery  when  he 
sought  another  man*s  wife  or  betrothed,  that  is,  ”edultery  was  a  form  of 
theft.”^*  It  is  not  clear  just  how  the  commandment  speaks  to  the  man  who 
has  more  than  one  wife  already,  or  whether  it  bears  any  relation  to 
this  situation  at  all  or  not* 

One  can  say  that  the  commandment  is  clear  and  simple  to  the 
polygamous  husband  who  acts  properly  toward  other  men’s  wives  or  to 
their  betrothed,  but  let  us  look  at  another  commandment.  The  Hebrew 
is  commanded  not  to  steal;  not  to  steal  from  whom,  from  fellow  Hebrews 
or  from  neighbouring  clans?  Since  the  Hebrew  continued  to  steal  from 
neighbouring  clans,  we  might  therefore  say  that  the  command  on  stealing 
applies  only  to  the  relationship  within  the  Hebrew  community.  In  other 
words,  the  ”Thou  shalt”  is  not  to  be  entirely  comprehended  by  an 
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Charles  Leslie,  No  Graven  Images,  p37 
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analysis  of  its  social  context.  The  interpretation  of  the  "Thou 
shalt”  cannot  rest  as  a  kind  of  divine  backing  to  enforce  social 
norms  either.  The  content  of  God’s  word  cannot  be  defined  by  the 
social  context  either  past  or  present  but  only  by  God  himself  and 
this  is  so  preciselybecau.se  it  is  God*s  revelation* 

The  word  naaph,  translated  adultery” ,  had  no  original 
reference  to  sex.***  It  meant  what  adulterate  still  means  s  to  mix 
a  pure  substance  with  a  base  substance.  The  word  came  to  have  a 
religious  association  for  the  Hebrews  in  their  constant  struggle  to  keep 
pure  the  worship  of  YHiSW.  "Adultery  was  the  worship  of  the  false  gods.”^ 
The  deities  of  neighbouring  clans  were  gods  and  goddesses  of 
fertility  and  the  association  between  fertility  and  sex  was  deified  in 
the  cult.  In  short,  sex  per  se  was  worshipped.  H  is  little  wonder 
that  in  such  a  situation  idolatry  -  the  corruption  of  religion  - 
became  identified  with  sex  worship,  which  was  the  chief  feature  of  the 
fertility  cult  rites. 

The  Hebrew  cultus,  in  order  to  disassociate  itself  from  the 
idolatrous  worship  of  the  fertility  religious,  formulated  many  laws 
and  severe  penalties  to  discourage  any  resemblance  between  its  worship 
of  and  the  Baal  worship.  Undoubtedly  much  of  the  Hebrew  cult, 

at  this  point,  was  concerned  to  establish  social  order  and  to  protect 
the  family* 

The  Decalogue  in  the  Covenant  arises  in  the  divine  ”X”,  xtfho 
reveals  himself  to  be  who  he  is,  ”1  am  the  Lord  your  God,  who  brought 
you  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt”*  He,  who  thus  declares  who  he  is, 

\  B.M.  Pot  eat,  Mandate  to  Humanity,  pl68 
E.M.  Pot  eat,  op.  ci  t  .  ,  ~pI5S 
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speaks  the  "Thou".  "You  shall  have  no  other  gods  before  me.”  Of 
course  notj  You  shall  be  completely  unable  to  have  any  other  gods 
before  you  if  you  know  me,  The  commandment  stands  not  as  a  dogmatic 
external  composition  but  as  a  very  internal  living  relation;  God’s 
Word  is  fundamentally  grace  not  judgement  -  life  not  deaths  Never¬ 
theless,  God’s  Word  must  appear  as  judgement  where  it  is  rejected* 

This  seventh  commandment  upon  adultery  rightly  and  more  clearly 
reads,  in  terms  of  its  meaning,  ’’You  cannot  commit  adultery”*  In  the 
knowledge  of  I  -  Thou,  as  man  and  woman^you  cannot  commit  adultery. 

The  very  nature  of  the  relation,  of  the  covenant  in  ’’one  flesh” 
precludes  it,  makes  it  impossible!  As  ^srael  may  now  laugh  at  the  gods 
so  now  man  and  woman  may  be  for  each  other;  as  Yfcflif  is  faithful  at 
Sinai  in  his  covenant  with  Man  from  the  beginning  of  creation,  so 
here  in  the  Decalogue  man  and  woman  may  be  faithful  to  each  other. 

Sin  cannot  deface  God*s  image  in  Man.  God  is  faithful  to  man  and 

woman  at  Sinai,  his  promise  is  renewed,  Man  and  woman  may  have 

together  a  relation  of  integrity,  a  relation  which  is  not  corrupted, 
which  is  not  adulterated. 

This  commandment  on  adultery  is  not  fundamentally  a  legal, 
ethical  code  of  morality  to  be  adhered  to  grimly  or  to  be  externally 
enforced  upon  self  and  society,  Yt  is  true  the  Hebrew  society  did 
attempt  to  enforce  strict  observance  of  sexual  codes  partly  in 
reaction  to  fertility  worship,  partly  to  maintain  social  security? 

but  such  patterns  of  controlled  behaviour  do  not  represent  the  depth  of 
the  Hebrew* s  understanding  of  sex  or  marriage.  The  Hebrew  does  not 
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accept  that  the  relations  of  a  man  and  woman  which  axe  legally 
respectable,  conventionally  virtuous,  but  which  have  no  inner  being, 
that  is,  the  marriage  is  barren  and  empty  and  we  do  not  just  mean  in 
the  sense  of  being  childless,  are  any  more  sacred  than  a  religion  of 
the  same  order*  This  seventh  commandment  is  no  thundering  negation  coming 
out  of  the  Hebrew  society  across  the  years  but  the  loving  question: 

How  can  you  commit  adultery?  How  can  you  corrupt,  adulterate 
another  person?  How  can  you  be  faithless  if  you  know  the  I-Thou? 

The  secret  of  morality  lies  here,  the  hidden  meaning  for  him 
that  hath  ears  that  he  may  hear  and  rejoice;  the  hard  words  of  fidelity 
and  chastity,  legal  reins  on  high  spirits,  no  longer  are  words  of 
denial  but  words  of  grace  -  permission  and  freedom.  Here  is  the  moral 
charter  for  Man  to  be  Man.  In  my  integrity  I  can  address,  I  can  know 
Thou.  I  can  enter  into  such  a  relation  with  Thou  as  to  become  ”one 
flesh”  In  such  a  manner  that  any  other  similar  sexual  relation 

appears  foolish.  Sex  is  thus  a  gift  and  a  promise.  Man  is  not  the 
slave  or  the  function  of  sex  who  can  be  exploited  and  who  exploits  on 
every  occasion.  The  commandment  stands  not  as  a  schematization."*"  of 
the  divine  rule  among  Man,  not  as  a  kind  of  rule  of  life,  such  as 
schematization  of  the  divine  rule  involves  a  fundamental  misunder¬ 
standing  of,  if  not  revolt  against,  God  himself.  Where  God^  promise 
of  life  is  not  received  by  man  and  woman,  that  is,  where  Man  refuses 
to  respond  ^  as  a  human  Thou  to  the  Divine  I,  where  man  and  female 
refuse  to  acknowledge  each  other  as  Thou  whom  God  has  created,  then 
God*s  ”Thou  shalt”  must  appear  as  an  external  imposition.  Here,  the 

See  W.  Eichrodt,  Man  in  the  Old  Testament,  p5$ 


1 


vj'Js  -.si  ‘i  I;-  am  r  1o  sno i-axlet  ;it  -tad-t  JqeooB 

'  . 

;•  ■■  ■■  •  •■:  ■.•■£- - :  f-  :.i:  :  eut  ta.i  jar: . 

•  '  ■  .  r  3 

:  .j:-';  -n  n'voL  ■>  .f  fad  .>tss~;  en.:<  'saoios  v^eJcoos  yeid:*-'  ed&  *io  &tso 

:/  .  c  -  .  '  ?  : 

If  CP  -  3  2  10  1  '  >  ;  - 

.ilN  r  -  -l1  :i a--  '  v‘ '  ;  si sd  soil  vj’iljs'xon-f  ‘to  tfsioes  e;'r  ' 

'  f  :  $9i  -  9  r  :  :b©  t 

■  tol  tschrixqs  dgiri  no  ania  t  Ib^sX  a 

. 

.  .  $  3  -I  ... 

fo/TE  I  *// 

[  Xbjjx  lbIxuix  '  '  ■  i  ta®  .  ox/s 

xolqxe  9  .  ad  a  >i  ic  n 

. 

to  s 

•  <  *•  •  '  t 
t  <  - 

3  •  /•:  ,  .  ro  .  .  ,  :■ 

‘  t 

.  ■  .noiui  < 

.  -  x  t-  .  .  -•©< 


"Thou  shalt"  of  necessity  must  appear  as  judgement  upon  the  man  or 
woman  who  lives  in  the  solitariness  of  the  "I"  though  he  or  she 
seduce  a  thousand  "things". 

There  is  a  firm  note  of  joy  in  the  Decalogue.  "The 
irruption  of  the  age  of  salvation  is  bound  up  with  the  awakening 
of  great  joy."'*’  This  central  note  of  the  Old  Testament,  joy,  finds 
real  expression  in  the  relations  of  man  and  woman.  Just  as  in  the 
observation  of  the  Sabbath,  the  institution  of  marriage,  with  which 
the  seventh  commandment  is  primarily  concerned,  is  made  for  Man,  not 
Man  for  marriage* 


1 


¥.  Eichrodt,  op,  cit.,  p34 
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THE 


P'(C  FUSTIC  CONCEPT  OF  MARRIAGE:  THE  IMAGE  OF 


THE  DIVINE  COVENANT  WITH  THE  NATION ,  ISRAEL 

The  Hebrew  understanding  of  marriage  came  to  its  fullest  flower 
in  the  Old  Testament  with  the  canonical  prophets.  This  understanding 
of  marriage  arose,  not  through  any  pre -occupation  with  marriage  in 
itself,  but  through  the  conviction  of  the  prophets  tbit  the  nation  wig 
called  to  be  faithful  to  YW9HF  in  unswerving  loyalty  in  the  midst  of  a 
chaotic  national  and  international  era.  The  prophets  believed  that  the 
Divine  Thou,YH$)W,  who  had  spoken  to  the  enslaved 'Hebrews  of  Egypt  still 
addressed  Israel  as  Thou  though  Israel  had  sadly  adulterated  her 
response  to  YHWW. 

You  only  have  I  known  of  all  the  families  of  the  earth,  Amos  3:2 

Hear  the  word  of  the  Lord,  0.  people  of  Israel;  for  the  Lord 
has  a  controversy  with  the  inhabitants  of  the  land.  There  Is 
no  faithfulness  or  kindness,  and  no  knowledge  of  God  in  the 
land.  Ho sea  4: 1 

According  to  ancient  Jewish  tradition  Hosea  was  the  first  of  the 

1 

great  succession  of  B1W  inspired  prophets  who  were  the  glory  of  Israel  . 
Hosea  too  was  the  first,  though  not  the  last,  to  speak  to  the  nation 
within  the  analogy  of  marriage.  In  the  divine-human  tension,  before 
this  One  and  Other  YlfiW  and  the  faithlessness  of  his  people,  Hosea 
lays  hold  of  the  marriage  analogy^  to  communicate  and  to  bear  out  his 
message  to  the  nation. 

For  Hosea,  and  for  all  the  prophets,  Israel’s  growth  into  a  nation 
could  never  be  considered  as  a  simple  natural  phenomenon.  It  was  seen 


^  Norman  Snaith,  Mercy  and  Sacrifice,  p,9 

p 

^  The  marriage  analogy  is  not  the  only  analogy  of  course  in  Hosea 
though  it  Is  the  primary  one.  See  11.1  ff  father  and  son 
analogy,  etc.  This  marriage  analogy  is  used  In  Hosea  1  and  2, 
Jer.  2:2,  3:1-3,  Isa.  50: If,  54:5,  62:4f,  Ezekiel  1 6  and  23, 

II  Esdras  9:3^,  10:25  ff  to  mention  some  of  the  references. 


as  an  undeserved  gift  of  YWHW,  who  had  freed  the  nation  from  its  helot 

existence  in  Egypt,  made  it  into  a  powerful  and  self-conscious  people 

"bound  together  by  the  Law  of  Sinai  and  possessing  under  YWHW  a  free 

homeland.  The  nation  was  covenanted  with  this  Deliverer;  its  great  task 

and  the  meaning  of  its  existence  lay  in  the  worship  of  this  God  and  in 

national  and  personal  obedience  to  him. 

The,  l(Thou  shalt  '  of  the  Law,  received  from  this  relation  of 
grace... was  seen,  not  as  a  heavy  yoke,  but  as  a  necessary  and 
blessed  form  of  life,  as  a  liberation  from  chaotic  self-destruction. - 

But  see  the  nationl  You  have  neglected  your  covenant  obligations  to 

YWKW;  priest  and  people  are  greedy  for  iniquity;  you  are  adulterers  and 

sacrifice  with  cultic  prostitutes;  you  are  half  baked  cakes  neither 

sincere  in  your  sinning  or  your  religion;  men  kiss  calves  of  wood  and 

silver... you  are  detestable  like  the  thing  you  loved;  your  international 

policy  is  fickle,  you  call  to  Egypt  and  go  to  Assyria.1 2 

In  the  face  of  these  facts  the  cry  of  the  prophets: 

How  can  I  give  you  up,  0  Ephriami 

How  can  I  hand  you  over,  0  Israeli  Hos.  11:8 

Is  fully  as  much  from  the  depth  of  the  prophets  as  from  God,  The  prophet 

lives  in  the  divine  tension.  He 


is  faced  by  a  form  which  desires  to  be  made  through  him  into  a 
work.  This  form  is  no  offspring  of  his  soul,  but  is  an  appearance 
which  steps  up  to  it  and  demands  of  it  the  effective  power. 8 

Ho sea,  and  many  other  of  the  prophets,  bodies  forth  the  form  in  the 

image  of  marriage.  The  divine  imperative  is  laid  upon  the  prophet  in 

the  midst  of  his  wayward  people,  he  must  find  some  way  of  communicating 

the  "Word  of  the  Lord"  to  the  people. 


1  Eichrodt,  Man  In  The  Old  Testament,  p.lT 

2  See  Hosea  4:1  ff,  7:11,  Jer.  2:1  ff,  5:30-31,  Isa.  1:1  ff,  Malachi  2:11 
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The  genius  of  Hosea  is  that  he  communicates  the  condition  of  the 
people  to  them  in  unmistakable  terms ,  in  terms  of  their  sexuality,  and 
within  these  same  terms  he  calls  them  to  a  renewed  covenant  with  YMIW 
their  Lord.  He  reaches  them  at  the  deepest  part  of  their  creaturely 
existence.  He  lays  hold  of  the  single  differentiation  in  the  Creation 
of  Man,  male  and  female,  and  over  and  over  again  he  uses  the  terms 
adultery,  harlot,  harlotry,  lovers,  husband  and  beloved. 

My  people . . . 

A  spirit  of  harlotry  has  led  them  astray,  and  they  have  left 

their  God  to  play  the  harlot.  „  ,  _ ^ 

r  7  Hosea  4:12 

Your  daughters  play  the  harlot,  and  your  brides  commit  adultery. 

I  will  not  punish  your  brides  when  they  play  the  harlot,  nor  your 
brides  when  they  commit  adultery;  for  the  men  themPelves  go  aside 
with  harlots,  and  sacrifice  with  cult  prostitutes,  and  a  people 
without  understanding  shall  come  to  ruin. 

Hosea  4:13b  -  l4 

They  are  all  adulterers...  Hosea  7*^ 

It  is  not  just  that  some  commit  adultery,  though  that  is  undoubtedly 
true,  but  the  corporate  state  of  the  nation  is  one  of  harlotry  with  God 
himself.  The  covenant,  the  marriage,  of  the  nation  with  Y!H¥  who 
delivered  them  out  of  Egypt  is  on  the  rocks;  their  children  are  the 
children  of  the  Baals. 

Amos  makes  a  small  comparison  of  the  condition  of  Israel  in  terms 

of  marriage  in  his  prophetic  message. 

Hear  this  word  which  I  take  up  over  you  in  lamentation,  0  house 
of  Israel:  "Fallen,  no  more  to  rise,  is  the  virgin  Israel; 
forsaken  on  her  land,  with  none  to  raise  her  up."  Amos  5 :l-2 

It  is  in  essentially  the  same  manner  that  Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel 

speak  to  the  nation.  Jeremiah  portrays  at  times  the  early  faithfulness 

of  Israel  in: 

I  remember  the  devotion  of  your  youth,  your  love  as  a  bride, 

how  you  followed  me  in  the  wilderness,  in  a  land  not  sown.  Jer.  2:2 
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and  the  nation’s  disgrace: 

You  have  played  the  harlot  with  many  lovers; 

and  would  you  return  to  me?  says  the  Lord. 

Lift  up  your  eyes  to  the  bare  heights,  and  seej 

Where  have  you  not  been  lain  with?  Jeremiah  3*l-2a 

How  well  you  direct  your  course  to  seek  lovers  I 
So  that  even  to  wicked  women  you  have  taught  your  ways. 

. . .Yet  you  say, 

MI  am  innocent;  surely  his  anger  has  turned  from  me. 

Jeremiah  2:33 


and  finally  her  fate: 

And  you,  0  desolate  one,  what  do  you  mean  that  you  dress  in  scarlet, 
that  you  deck  ^/ourself  with  ornaments  of  gold, 
that  you  enlarge  your  eyes  with  paint? 

In  vain  you  beautify  yourself. 

Your  lovers  despise  you;  they  seek  your  life. 

For  I  heard  a  cry  as  a  woman  in  travail, 

anguish  as  of  one  bringing  forth  her  first  child, 
the  cry  of  the  daughter  of  Zion  gasping  for  breath, 
stretching  out  her  hands, 

”Woe  is  me!  I  am  fainting  before  murderers. if  Jeremiah  4:30-31 

It  is  in  the  same  terms  of  this  analogy  that  Jeremiah  attacks  the 

faithlessness  of  Judah;  he  appeals  to  history,  the  fall  of  the  Northern 

Kingdom,  saying  that  Judah  failed  to  see  the  adultery  and  divorce  of  Israel. 

;THave  you  Been  what  she  did,  that  faithless  one,  Israel,  how 
under  every  green  tree  she  played  the  harlot?  And  I  thought, 

* After  she  had  done  all  this  she  will  return  to  me’;  but  she 
did  not  return,  and  her  false  sister  Judah  saw  it.  She  saw 
that  for  all  the- adulteries  of  that  faithless  one,  Israel,  I 
had  sent  her  away  with  a  decree  of  divorce;  yet  her  false  sister 
Judah  did  not  fear,  but  she  too  went  and  played  the  harlot. 

Because  harlotry  was  so  light  to  her,  she  polluted  the  land, 
committing  adultery  with  stone  and  tree.  Yet  for  all  this  her 
false  sister  Judah  did  not  return  to  me  with  her  whole  heart, 
but  in  pretence,  says  the  Lord,"  Jeremiah  -  10 

Ezekiel,  prophet  In  exile,  like  Hosea  before  the  fall  of  Samaria 

and  Jeremiah  before  the  fall  of  Jerusalem,  communicates  his  message  in 

the  terms  of  man-woman  relation.  Ezekiel  in  two  rather  long  passages, 

chapters  1 6  and  23,  in  most  vivid  and  graphic  pictures  ’'makes  known 
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to  Jerusalem  her  abominations'”.  Ezekiel  16:2  It  is  the  Lord  God 

who  in  her  nondescript  birth,  born  out  of  all  ptty  and  compassion 

and  abhorred  by  other  nations  as  a  slave  people  who  says  to  her  "Live", 

She  grew  to  "full  maidenhood”  and  was  "at  the  age  for  love"  and  the 

Lord  covered  her  nakedness;  "yea,  I  plighted  my  troth  to  you  and  entered 

into  a  covenant  with  you,  says  the  Lord,  and  you  became  mine.  ' 

Ezekiel  l6:8.  Election  and  salvation  for  the  Hebrew  is  encapsuled 

here  I  However  the  young  bride  fill  of  beauty  and  renown  played  the 

harlot  and  was  faithless  to  her  husband.  Unlike  other  harlots  though, 

who  receive  gifts  from  men,  "you  gave  gifts  to  all  your  lovers, 

bribing  them  to  come  to  you  from  all  sides  .  Ezekiel  16:33*  The 

faithlessness  of  the  two  sisters,  Oholah  and  Oholibah,  is  again  a 

reiteration  of  Isreal’s  and  Judah’s  folly. 

Son  of  Inan,  there  were  two  women,  the  daughters  of  one  mother; 
they  played  the  harlot  in  Egypt;  they  played  the  harlot  in 
their  youth;  there  their  breasts  were  pressed  and  their 
virgin  bosoms  handled.  Oholah  was  the  name  of  the  elder  and 
Oholibah  the  name  of  her  sister.  They  became  mine,  and  they 
bore  sons  and  daughters.  As  for  their  names,  Oholah  is 
Samaria,  and  Oholibah  is  Jerusalem.  Ezekiel  23:2-4 

The  basic  theme  throughout  is  simpljf  this:  the  nation,  chosen 

and  cherished  by  God  in  her  youth  and  maidenhood,  becomes  his  bride; 

she  is  beautiful  and  full  of  renown  and  his  gifts,  but  she  trusts 

in  her  own  beauty  and  renown,  is  tempted,  and  becomes  an  adulteress. 

Still  the  young  bride  claims  to  be  faithful  but  it  is  only  pretence; 

her  shame  is  known  amongst  all  women,  all  nations.  The  whole  acuteness 

of  this  analogy  is  lost  when  we  forget  the  sexual  licence  in  the 

non-Hebrew  society,  if  not  within  it  also.  The  prophet  turns  his 

analogy  directly  upon  this  people,  Israel,  who  regard  themselves 

tighteous  above  all  others,  who  claim  to  be  wed  to  the  One  God  and  say. 


'Thou  art  the  adulteress";  what  an  affront  to  self-righteous,  religious 
pruderyl 

New  as  the  prophets  found  sexual  licence  and  broken  marriage  to  be 
a  manner  of  speaking  of  the  condition  of  Israel  and  her  judgement  so 
they  also  found  chastity,  faithfulness  and.  marriage  to  be  a  communicative 
measure  for  God’s  salvation.  In  the  image  of  God,  male  and  female: 
whether  the  image  is  broken  or  restored,  it  becomes  the  analogy  of 
relation  par  excellence! 

Hosea  compares  the  Lord  God’s  action  in  choosing  his  people  at  the 
Exodus  to  an  espousal;  presently  the  brid.e  is  faithless,  and  must 
suffer  that  she  may  return;  she, is  "appointed  to  the  ypke".^  Despite 
the  significant  name  which  Hosea  gives  the  third  child,  'Not  my 
people"  and  "i  will  not  be  your  God",  Hosea  cannot  give  up  his  people 
nor  believe  that  God  has  either;  he  sees  the  suffering  as  the  backhand 
of  God’s  love  and  in  this  merciless  love  of  God  for  his  .adulterous 
people  Hosea  can  speak  of  hope  for  the  future,  using  the  image  and  the 
nature  of  marriage. 


In  that  day,  says  the  Lord,  you  will  call  me,  "my  husband", 
and  no  longer  will  you  call  me,  "My  Baal’.  ...I  will  make 

for  you  a  covenant  on  that  day. ..And  I  will  betroth  you  to  me 
in  steadfast  love,  and  in  mercy.  I  will  betroth  you  to  me  in 
faithfulness;  and  you  shall  know  the  Lord. 

In  that  day... I  will  have  pity  on  Not  pitied, 
and  I  will  say  to  Not  my  people, 

You  are  ray  people'1; 

and  he  shall  -say,  "Thou  art  my  God".  Hosea  2:1 6  ff 

Likewise  Jeremiah  says; 

I  have  loved  you  with  an  everlasting  love; 

therefore  I  have  continued  my  faithfulness  to  you. 

Again  I  will  build,  you,  and  you  shall  be  built, 

0  Virgin  Israel!  Jeremiah  31*3-^® 


^  Hosea  11: 7>  and.  see 
^  Hosea  1:9 
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Ezekiel  claims  that  God  will  remember  his  covenant  with  the  nation,  as 
in  the  days  of  her  youth,  and  now  will  establish  an  everlasting 
covenant.  Second  Isaiah  denies  that  the  faithless  bride  has  been 
'divorced  ', l  and  declares  her  'widowhood'  is  over  .  He,  or  another 
writer,  sees  Israel  as  the  faithful  wife: 

Thou  shalt  no  more  be  termed  "Forsaken"; 

Nor  shall  thy  land  any  more  be  termed  Desolate”. 

...For  the  Lord  "delighteth  in  thee” 

And  thy  land  shall  be  married" 

For  as  a  young  man  marrieth  a  virgin. 

So  shall  thy  Builder  marry  thee; 

And  as  the  bridegroom  rejoiceth  over  the  bride. 

So  shall  thy  God  rejoice  over  thee. 3 

The  prophetic  understanding  of  marriage  Is  an  understanding 
grounded  not  in  the  man-woman  relationship  of  marriage  but  in  the 
covenant  relation  of  the  nation,  Israel,  with  YWBtS.  It  is  the 
prophetic  concern  with  the  Lord  God  and  Man’s  obedience  that  the 
prophet  finds,  as  it  were,  the  predestined  nature  of  Man  in  which  to 
speak.  It  is  not  because  a  man  may  be  faithful  to  a  woman,  or  a 
woman  may  be  faithful'  to  a  roan,  although  this  may  indeed  be  true,  that 
the  prophets  use  the  analogy  of  marriage;  rather  they  believe  YWHW  has 
chosen  the  people  as  his  own,  betrothed  them  to  himself  with  an  everlasting 
love  and  In  continued  faithfulness.  Marriage,  the  relation  of  man  in 
respect  to  woman  and  woman  in  respect  to  man,  is  an  analogy  of  YWHW  and 
Israel.  This  in  no  wise  negates  human  marriage.  It  is  the  recognition 
of  what  has  created  "In  his  own  image,  male  and  female  ;  the 

recognition  of  the  seriousness  and  depth  of  human  sexuality  and  of  the 
"analogia  relationis"  In  which  Man  is  created  in  respect  to  his  Creator 
that  the  prophets  body  forth  their  message. 

l"  .  ,  * .  , 

Isaiah 

2  Isaiah  54:1-10 

3  Isaiah  62:4-5  I  follow  A.G.  Herbert’s  article  The  Theme  of  the 

Bridegroom  and  the  Bride,  The  Student  Movement,  Nov. -Dec.  1951  in 
adopting  an  emendation  of  the  text,  baneka  'thy  builder’  ±or 
beneka,  'thy  sons’,  Df,  Ps.l4T:2  ’The  Lord  doth  build  up  Jerusalem’. 
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The  prophets  have  no  romantic  notion  about  marriage.  The  prophet 
sees  the  nation's  suffering  as  the  backhand  of  YMM  ’  s  love  and  the  sign 
,of  his  faithfulness.  In  the  relational  covenant  of  Israel  with 
'the  relation  means  being  chosen  and  choosing,  suffering  and  action  in 
-  one  feelings,  whether  cold  or  hot,  are  not  the  criteria.  For  the 
true  community- -of  marriage ,  of  nation,  or  of  Church ”does  not  arise 
through  peoples  having  feelings  for  one  another  (though  indeed  not 
without  it),  but  through,  first,  their  taking  their  stand  in  living 
mutual  relation  with  a  living  Centre,  and,  second,  their  being  in 
living  mutual  relation  with  one  another.  The  second  has  its  source  in 
the  first,  but  is  not  given  when  the  first  alone  is  given.  Living 
mutual  relation  includes  feelings,  but  does  not  originate  with  them. 

The  (marriage)  is  built  up  out  of  living  mutual  relation,  but  the 

w  p 

builder  is  the  living  effective  Centre. 

Marriage,  the  covenant,  is  a  binding  together  in  unswerving  devotion 

and  steadfast  loyalty  to  a  relationship,  a  complete  devotion  to  a  whole 

person.  It  is  unconditional  relationship.  It  is  the  :fThou  shalt";  !the 

responsibility  of  an  I  for  a  Thou  .  it  is  love.  Hosea's  yearnings 

over  Ephriam,  Jeremiah’s  tempestuous  return,  lie  in  the  fear  Israel  has 

broken  :trothn,  the  unpardonable  sin  of  addressing  the  Lord  God,  the 

eternal  Thou,  as  an  It  with  sacrifices  and  burnt  offering 

Dietrich  Bonhoeffer  wrote  on  the  day  of  his  friend's  marriage 

It  is  not  your  love  which  sustains  the  marriage,  but  from  now  on  the 

k 

marriage  that  sustains  your  love”  .  So  the  Hebrew  understood  the 

^  Buber  op.  cit.,  p.?6 

2  ibid.,  p.45 

J  ibid.,  p.15 

^  Bonhoeffer,  Letters  and  Papers  from  Prison,  from,  A  Wedding 
Serman,  p.3^ 
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covenant.  The  Hebrew  had  two  words  for  the  English  "love''1"1-.  The  one 
word  described  what  was  for  the  Hebrew  the  most  amazing  fact  of  his 
existence,  the  election  of  the  nation.  The  despised,  enslaved  people 
had  been  chosen  among  all  the  fairest  nations  by  IB&TW  as  his  very  own. 

For  Israel,  it  was  the  "miracle”  that  she  was  loved  without  condition. 
YWHW  saw  in  her  a  vision  of  perfection,  not  because  she  was  literally 
perfect,  but  because  she  might  be  a  faithful  people.  In  all  seriousness 
we  might  say  that  YWHW  had  fallen  in  love  with  Israel.  YDPI's  election- 
love  for  Israel  is  the  very  basis  and  only  cause  of  the  existence  of  the 
covenant,  of  the  marriage.  God  gives  the  nation  a  covenant  with  himself, 
the  Law,  that  should  sustain  Israel's  love.  This  covenant-love  is 
steadfast,  persistent  and  unswerving  in  its  devotion  to  the  covenantal 
relation.  Though  Israel  is  unfaithful,  refuses  to  address  God  as  her 
Thou,  yet  God- is  faithful  tD  Israel  and  by  his  steadfast  covenantal -love 
restores  the  marriage.  Bonhoeffer  points  to  the  same  condition. in  the 
love  of  a  man  and  woman,  as  he  addresses  his  Thou  and  she  addresses  her 
Thou  there  arises  the  unspeakable  joy  of  unconditional  love,  for  each 
their  Thou  fills  the  heavens.  This  6_oes  not  mean  for  either  that 
nothing  else  exists  save  their  Thou,  but  all  else  lives  in  the  light 
of  the  loved  one.  Thus  it  may  be  said  of  Israel.  Therefore  in  this 
vision  of  perfection  they  become  one  flesh.  The  marriage  Is  conditioned 
upon  the  vision,  man  and  woman  covenant  together  to  maintain  the  truth 
of  this  relational  event  in  steadfast  and  unshakeable  devotion  to 
their  relationship.  Simply  this  means  for  a  man  and  woman,  as  for 
Israel,  that  in  the  passing  and  recurring  of  the  vision,  which  is  the 
inevitable  human  way,  that  each  remains  faithful  to  the  truth  which  has 

^  Snaith  transliterates  these  Hebrew  words  as  ahabah,  election-love 
and  chesed,  covenant-love.  See:  Distinctive  Ideas  of  the  Old 
Testament. 
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been  disclosed,  but  more  also,  for  it  is  in  this  steadfast  faithfulness 
that  the  vision  may  return. 

The  prophetic  marriage  analogy  of  Israel  and  God  refers  primarily 
to  God  himself;  his  attitude  and  nature  become  plain  in  the  prophet’s 
images  of  a  valid  or  distorted  sexual  relationbhip.  The  marriage  analogy 
does  not  attempt  to  explain  the  origins  nor  the  significance  of  Israel, 
nor  to  glorify  Israel.  Rather  on  the  contrary  Israel  is,  for  the  most 
part,  upbraided  for  her  adultery.  The  analogy  speaks  of  a  relational 
existence  between  a  man  and  a  woman,  between  God  and  Israel. 

Before  we  pass  on  we  must  look  briefly  at  the  marriages  of  the 
prophets  themselves.  The  first  three  chapters  of  Hosea  have  undergone 
various  interpretations  in  respect  to  Hosea’s  own  marriage.  A  large 
number  of  scholars  interpret  Hosea's  marriage  as  being  at  first  ideal 
but  later  Gomer  is  faithless  to  the  prophet  and  begets  children  of  other 
men  for  him.  This  view  tends  to  see  Hosea’s  entire  work  as  a  prophet 
closely  tied  in  with  his  realization  of  God’s  love  through  his  own 
love  for  Gomer.  Another  possible  view  of  Hosea’s  marriage,  though  not 
as  widely  held  to,  is  that  Hosea  does  marry  a  harlot,  a  cult  prostitute. 
There  is  no  great  stigma  attached  to  this;  such  a  woman  within  the 
context  of  the  times  might  be  regarded  as  a  holy  woman  performing  her 
religious  service.  Hosea,  however,  in  taking  Gomer  as  his  wife  is  thus 
dramatically  identified  with  his  people.  Whether  or  not  Hosea  feels  at 
the  time  that  this  is  Godds  command  to  him,  he  at  least  in  later 
reflection  sees  this  act  as  Initiated  by  God^.  To  this  union  are  born 
three  children;  their  names  are  highly  significant  and  represent 
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Hosea’ s  sense  of  the  divine  hand  upon  his  family  and  his  own  developing 
thought  as  a  prophet.  The  first  child  is  named  Jezreel^  in  open 
defiance  of  the  political  corruption  of  the  reigning  house  of  Jehu. 

The  implications  of  this  name  are  the  same  as  if  a  Russian  father 
were  to  name  his  son  Trot sky J  In  the  naming  of  the  second  child,  we 
see  Hosea ’ s  deepening  pessimism,  his  fear  that  YWHW  will  no  longer 
forgive  the  nation;  Israel  is  not  pitied:!-  of  YWHW.  In  the  passage 
cf  time  between  the  Eirth  of  the  first  and  last  child,  Hosea  reaches 
the  conviction  that  YWHW  rejects  the  nation,  l!Call  his  name  Wot  my 
people,  for  you  are  not  my  people  and  I  will  not  be  your  God". 

Hosea  1:9*  Hosea Ts  marriage  and  the  names  of  his  children  are  God 
dominated;  the  names  of  the  children  are  signs  in  the  land  as  Isaiah’s 

O 

son  was  also;-5  they  are  a  variation  of  the  prophetic  enacted  parable. 

Jeremiah  believed  he  had  been  called  not  to  take  a  wife.4  He 
believed  that  his  single  state  and  childlessness  was  also  a  sign  of 
the  Divine  activity  in  the  land,  when  men  asked  him  why  he  did  not 
marry  the  occasion  gave  him  an  opportunity  to  preach.  Married  or  not, 
the  prophets  believed  that  their  being  married  or  unmarried  was  God’s 
design  for  their  lives.  Marriage  was  not  an  absolute  requirement  under 
God. 


Jezreel  meaning  God  sows.  The  name  of  the  place  where  the 
House  of  the  late  monarch  Omri  had  met  a  blood?/  death  at  the  hand 
of  Jehu. 


^  Loruhdmah,  a  daughter 
3  Isaiah  8:3-^ 

h  /- 

Jer .  16:1  ff.  It  is  interesting  to  compare  this  incident  in  the 
life  of  Jeremiah  to  Keirkegaard’ s  essay  on  Abraham,  Can 
There  be  a  Teleological  Suspension  of  Ethics?  in  Fean  and 
Trembling. 
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THE  SONG  OF  SONGS 


There  is  no  other  book  in  the  Bible  which  has  given  rise  to 
so  many  hypotheses  and  interpretations  as  the  Song  of  Songs*  Most 
Jewish  scholars  read  the  Song  as  an  allegory  and  saw  in  it  an 
expression  of  the  ideal  relationship  between  God  and  His  people*. 

It  is  thought  that  only  one  early  Church  Father  accepted  the  Song 
as  other  than  an  allegory  of  Christ  and  his  Church.  Until  the  18th 
century  the  Song  was  generally  regarded  as  an  allegory  by  Ghristian 
readers* 

The  question  just  how  the  Song  is  to  be  interpreted  is  for 
our  purposes  here  of  some  importance  as  it  indicates  how  the  writer (s) 
viewed  the  relations  of  man  and  woman  and  the  meaning  of  love*  The 
Jewish  scholar  Robert  Gordis^  concludes*  that  the  book  is  to  be 
understood  literally,  its  theme  being  human  love.  It  is  an  anthology 
of  songs  of  love  and  nature,  of  courtship  and  marriage  growing  out  of 
five  centuries  of  Hebrew  history,  from  the  days  of  Solomon  to  the 
Persian  era. 

The  Song  speaks  of  the  joy  of  the  lovers  in  one  another,  the 
bridegroom’s  praise  of  his  bride,  the  torments  of  being  separated  and 
of  their  love  which  is  "strong  as  death".  The  time  of  their  love  is 
the  spring: 

My  beloved  speaks  and  says  to  me: 

"Arise,  my  love,  my  fair  one,  and  come  away; 

for  lo,  the  winter  is  past,  the  rain  is  over  and  gone  away. 

....  the  voice  of  the  turtle  dove  is  heard  in  the  land. 

....  our  vineyards  are  in  blossom.  Song  2:10ff 

An  examination  of  the  love  of  the  Song  reveals  that  there  is  no 

attempt  to  spiritualize  the  relationship  between  the  lovers* 

1 


R.  Gordis,  The  Song  of  Song*.  The  book  contains  a  comprehensive 
analysis  of  the  various  interpretations  at  various  times  of  the 
Song  and  a  criticism  of  them0 
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The  natural  love  of  man  and  woman  in  the  Song  is  not  interpreted  in 
any  dualistic  manner.  Only  when  a  dichotomy  is  drawn  between  secular 
and  religious  does  it  become  necessary  to  allegorize  and  spiritualize 
in  the  Song  the  Hebrew  affirms  the  holiness  of  creation,  what  might 
be  called  the  natural  order.  The  love  which  the  Song  extols  is 
mutual  self-giving: 

I  am  my  beloved* s  and  my  beloved  is  mine.  Song  2:16 

Although  their  love  is  threatened  and  the  lovers  are  separated,  yet 

their  relation  to  each  other  remains  true  and  sound,  single  and 

exclusive.  The  frank  and  unabashed  avowal  of  love  throughout  the 

Song  reaches  its  climax  where  it  is  described  as  a  mighty  force, 

the  very  flame  of  God. 

Set  me  as  a  seal  upon  heart, 

As  a  seal  upon  thy  arm. 

For  love  is  strong  as  death, 

Passion  is  unyielding  as  the  grave* 

*ts  flashes  are  flashes  of  fire, 

A  flame  of  God. 

Many  waters  cannot  quench  love. 

Nor  can  the  floods  sweep  it  away. 

If  man  gave  all  the  wealth  of  his  house 
In  exchange  for  love. 

He  would  be  laughed  to  scorn.1 

The  basic  truth  of  the  Song  is  here  underlined,  that  natural  love  is 
holy.  The  love  of  the  Song  is  conscious  of  its  obligation  to  bear 
witness,  to  confess  itself  and  to  refrain  from  seeking  to  be  self- 


1  Song  of  Songs  S:6-7.  Translation  by  R*  Gordis. 
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sufficient*  At  no  time  in  the  Song  is  the  love  of  the  two  linked  with 

procreation;  their  love  is  not  concomitant  upon  children* 

^t  is  significant  that  the  Song  of  Songs  was  retained,  not 

without  considerable  debate,  in  the  Jewish  canon*  The  Song  was  probably- 

retained  in  the  canon  partly  due  to  the  fact  that  it  was  ascribed  to 

Solomon  and  partly  because  it  was  interpreted  allegorically*  "Whether 

or  not  there  is  a  conscious  effort  on  the  part  of  the  writer (s)  of  the 

Song  to  make  a  religious  proclamation  through  human  love  in  the  way  which 

some  of  the  prophets  attempted,  one  certainly  can  say  that  there  is  here 

a  concept  of  mutual  love  between  man  and  woman  which  has  not  always 

been  apparent  in  the  Old  Testament  view  of  marriage*  At  the  same  time 

the  love  of  the  lovers  in  the  Song  does  not  so  much  resemble  the  content 

of  the  Greek  word  eros  as  it  does  the  content  of  the  relational 

existence  which  the  prophets  have  declared  to  be  the  nature  of  the 

3 

relation  of  Israel  to  God* 

^  J.J.  von  Allmen,  Report  on  the  Second  Conference  On  the  Family, 
Ecumenical  Institute,  June,  1953. 

2 

See  Sr  os  and  Agape* 

3 

The  only  other  piece  of  Old  Testament  literature  which  is  comparable 
to  The  Song  of  Songs  is  Psalms  45*  This  Psalm  is  a  wedding  song  which 
begins  with  the  praises  of  the  king,  his  beauty  and  his  power,  the 
bride  is  described  in  all  her  finery  and  the  Psalm  ends  on  the  note 
of  the  joy  which  shall  be  hers  through  her  children* 
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MAR  I  AGE  IN  PRACTICE  IN  THE  HEBREW  SOCIETY 

Between  the  idea 
And  the  reality 
Between  the  motion 
And  the  act 

Falls  the  shadow.  T.S.  Eliot 

It  is  readily  apparent  that  many  exceptions  can  be  found  to  the 
monogamous  ideal  of  Genesis  1-3  in  the  Old  Testament.  The  writer  of 
Genesis  4:19  ff,  'The  Song  of  the  Sword”,  sees  polygamy  entering 
creation  as  a  consequence  of  Adam's  fall,  ’’and  Lamech  took  unto  him  two 
wives”.  Among  the  patriarchs  monogamy  and  polygamy  exist  side  by  side, 
Abraham  had  his  chief  wife  Sarah  and  two  lesser  wives;  Jacob  had  two 
principal  wives  and  two  concubines.^"  Noah  and  his  sons,  Isaac  and 
Joseph,  seem  to  have  had  only  one  wife  each.  Gideon  had  a  number  of 
wives^  and  of  course  Solomon  had  many  if  not  a  thousand.  Where  there 
is  more  than  one  wife  there  is  always  a  favourite  wife  or  a  chief  wife 
and  children  born  to  secondary  wives  or  concubines  often  appear  to  be 
regarded  as  the  chief  wife's  own  for  the  head  of  the  family  or  household. 
There  appears  to  have  been  a  custom  whereby  the  slave-girl  bore  her 
child  on  the  knees  of  her  mistress,  "and  she  shall  bear  upon  my  knees". 
Then  a  similar  ceremony  followed  whereby  the  child  was  legally  and 
formally  adopted  by  the  husband  of  the  mistress, 3  Sarah  who  had  given 
her  handmaid  to  Abraham  to  raise  her  a  child,  when  as  yet  she  had 
none,  drove  out  Hagar  at  the  birth  of  Isaac  lest  the  child  of  Hagar 
inherit  the  blessing.  There  seems  to  be  present  in  this  fact  of  there 
being  a  chief  or  favourite  wife  a  latent  indication  toward  the  monogamous 
ideal.  The  primary  reason  given  for  polygamy  seems  to  be  to  preserve 

^  Abraham,  Gen.  16:3  and  £5:1;  Jacob,  Gen.  29:23-30  and  30:4-9 
-  Judges  8:20 
3  See  Gen.  50:23 
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the  man’s  name;  if  the  first  wife  is  barren  and  the  male  name  is  in 
danger  of  perishing  forever,  a  second  wife  or  concubine  is  taken.  Although 
the  secondary  wife  or  wives  and  concubines  often  played  a  very  secondary 
role,  yet  their  children  could  inherit  the  family’s  honour. 

Polygamy  is  ascribed  to  kings  as  well  as  to  long  dead  early 
fathers  in  the  Old  Testament,  David  and  Solomon  being  particularly 
outstanding.  Many  wives  appear  to  have  been  a  sign  of  wealth  and  power, 
often  a  direct  result  of  foreign  recognition  and  alliances.  Among  the 
prophets  monogamy  always  seems  to  have  been  the  practice^.  Nor  can  it 
be  said  that  the  prophets  were  pro-feminine  for  frequently  they  denounced 
the  women  for  their  social  practices  and  their  clinging  to  popular 

p 

ritual  and  superstition. 

Although  there  are  numerous  instances  of  polygamous  marriages  of 
notable  4$%ures  in  the  Old  Testament  nowhere  is  it  ever  indicated  that 
polygamy  was  the  rule  and  monogamy  the  exception.  The  multiple  wives 
of  some  of  the  patriarchs  are  accepted  as  the  suitable  origin  of  some 
of  the  tribes  but  with  the  kings  there  is  a  rising  reaction  from  the 
prophets  to  polygamy.  The  prophets  see  in  it  a  breach  of  the  religious 
cult  of  ^sreal  and  the  introduction  of  pagan  rites.  The  Deuteronomift 
Code  condemns  the  practice:  'he  shall  not  multiply  wives  for  himself, 
lest  his  heart  turn  away'’  Deuteronomy  17:17*  Nehemiah  and  Ezra 
bitterly  oppose  marriages  with  foreign  women  and  thus  indirectly  make 
polygamy  more  difficult  through  decreasing  the  numerical  possibilities 
for  polygamy.  "In  practice,  polygamy  in  its  various  forms  comes  gradually 
to  be  monogamy,  with  legal  concubinage;  and  finally  issues  in  monogamy 
with  concubinage  as  an  unauthorized  or  illegal  practice . 

Ho  sea  may  be  a  possible  exception,  Hosea  3:1  ff 
2  Amos  4:1,  1  Kings  15:13,  Isa.  3:16-24  and  32:9-12 

o  , 

J  Ryder  Smith,  The  Biblical  Doctrine  of  Womanhood, 
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The  increasing  legislation  regarding  the  problem  of  divorce  is 
the  clearest  indication  of  the  decline  of  polygamous  practices. 

Divorce  is  not  a  great  issue  in  a  society  where  multiple  wives  are  the 
norm.  Deuteronomy  legalizes  "putting  away'1  on  the  following  basis;  ^ 
a  divorce  is  not  permitted  if  a  man  falsely  accused  his  wife  of  misconduct 
before  the  marriage,  nor  can  a  divorcing  husband  who  has  found  "some 
indecency  in  her"  take  a  wife  back  again  after  she  has  been  the  wife 
of  another  man,  even  if  the  later  husband  should  die.  Of  course  the 
weakness  of  the  latter  ruling  soon  became  apparent  in  the  debate  as  to 
what  exactly  constituted  "indecency".  On  the  other  hand  Deuteronomy 
also  encouraged  polygamy,  instructing  that  a  man  must  marry  a  virgin 
if  he  has  lain  with  her  quite  irrespective  of  whether  or  not  he  has 
already  a  wife.^  The  firmest  denouncement  of  divorce  comes  at  the  end 
of  the  Old  Testament  canon  in  the  words  of  the  prophet  Malachi,  I 
hate  divorce,  says  the  Lord,  the  God  of  Israel."  2:1 6 

One  of  the  greatest  impasses  to  monogamy  was  the  practice  of 
levirate  marriage.  The  word  comes  from- the  Latin  levir,  brother-in- 
law.  The  widow  was  taken  by  the  brother  of  the  deceased  or  another 
male  member  of  the  deceased  man’s  family  to  raise  children  up  to  the 

O 

deceased.-5  The  idea  seemed  to  be  to  ensure  the  continuation  of  a  man’s 
name.  Deuteronomy  limited  this  levirate  practice  to  "b ret hern  who 
dwell  together”.  This  appears  to  be  a  relaxing  of  this  custom  where 
the  widow  was  not  particularly  near  the  family  of  her  husbands.  Dr. 
Sestermarck  says,  "It  is  probable,  however,  that  among  the  ancient 
Israelites  as  amongst  most  other  peoples  practising  polygamy,  the  bulk 
of  the  population  lived  in  monogamy,  and  that  in  post-exilic  times 

1  Deut.  22:13  ff  and  24:1-4 

2  Deut,  22:28-29 

3  Gen.  38  Judah  and  Tamar,  Ruth  and  Boaz,  and  Mark  12  the 

hypothetical  case  of  the  seven  brothers  who  married  one 
woman 
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polygamy  was  a  rare  exception,  f 

The  status  of  women  grew  with  the  decline  of  polygamous  practices 
which  at  the  minimum  tended  to  degrade  the  status  of  secondary  women. 

In  the  Hebrew  society  women  had  considerable  protection  within  the  home 
but  played  a  very  minor  role  outside  it.  The  Priestly  Code  recognized 
no  property  rights  for  a  woman  except  where  there  was  no  male  heir.^ 
Sexual  fidelity  was  particularly  binding  on  the  part  of  the  betrothed 
and  the  wife  probably  because  it  was  a  man’s  world.  If  a  woman  is  not 
a  virgin  at  her  marriage  she  may  be  stoned;  "if  a  man  is  found  lying 
with  the  wife  of  another  man,  both  of  them  shall  die";  but  "if  a  man 
meets  a  virgin  who  is  not  betrothed,  and  seizes  her  and  lies  with  her, 
and  they  are  found'*  then  a  gift  must  be  made  to  her  father  and  "she 
shall  be  his  wife,  because  he  has  violated  her;  he  may  not  put  her  away 
all  the  days  of  his  life", 3  &  man  becomes  an  adulterer  only  if  he 

interferred  with  another  man’s  wife  or  betrothed.  Proverbs  reflects 
the  esteem  in  which  the  Hebrew  woman  was  held  in  later  time  s;  A  gooo. 
wife  is  the  crown  of  her  husband,  but  she  who  brings  shame  is  like 
rotteness  in  his  bones. 

Man  is  above  woman  in  the  hierarchical  view  of  the  Old  Testament 

but  this  does  not  mean  that  woman  was  despised.  The  wife  frequently 

plays  an  important  role  in  the  narrative;  for  Instance  Sarah,  Abraham’s 

wife,  Rebecca  the  loved  wife  of  Jacob, or  the  harlot  Rehab  who  befriended 

the  Israelite  spies.  Certainly  one  of  the  greatest  stories  of  love 
human 

and/devotion  of  the  Old  Testament  is  told  not  of  a  man  but  of  a  woman 
for  a  woman,  Ruth  and  Haomi.  A  society  which  never  had  a  serious 

1  E.Westermarck,  The  History  of  Human  Marriage,  iii  p.42 

2 

See  Deut.  21:15  ff  The  protection  of  the  hereditary  rights  of 
the  firstborn  son  of  a  disliked  wife  where  there  is  also  a 
loved  wife. 

3  Deut.  22:13  ff 

^  Proverbs  12,4  and  also  18:22  and  19:1^1-.  The  31;1  ff  of  Proverbs 
pays  a  glowing  tribute  to  "A  good  wife  who  can  find?" 
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celibate  movement^ is  not  a  society  which  degrades  womanhood. 

After  the  exile  till  the  first  century  A.D.  there  is  much  reference 
in  Jewish  literature  to  a  rabbi’s  wife  but  never  to  his,  wives.  The 
husband  is  to  love  his  wife  as  himself  though  he  should  take  care  not  to 
be  ruled'  by  her;  under  certain  circumstances  a  wife  can  demand  a  divorce 
namely  if  a  husband  fails  to  perform  his  duties,,  remains  disorderly  after 
marriage,  if  he  remains  impotent  after  ten  years,  if  he  suffers  from  an 

p 

insupportable  disease  or  if  he  leaves  the  country  forever.  There  was 
also  a  saying  among  the  rabbis  tb  the  effect  that  a  man  was  not  a  man 
without  a  wife. 

In  the  Septudgint  translation  of  the  Hebrew  Old  Testament  into 
Gree&,  in  the  third  century  B.C.,  the  significance  of  Genesis  2:2k  "they 
become  one  flesh3’  was  further  stressed  by  the  rendering  "the  two  shall 
become  one  flesh”.  Any  possibility  of  three  becoming  'one  flesh”  is 
firmly  ruled  out! 

In  summarizing  the  Old  Testament  understanding  of  marriage  we  must 
say  that  the  Old  Testament  is  to  a  large  extent  often  concerned  with 
the  institutional  aspect  of  marriage.  Procreation,  the  regarding  of  the 
wife  as  property  of  the  husband  and  the  strict  legal  rulings  in  regard 
to  sexual  behaviour  all  enforce  a  rather  social  legal  view  of  marriage. 
Certainly  where  marriage  rests  on  such  an  institutional  emphasis  polygamy 
is  always  a  possibility.  Nevertheless  the  Old  Testament  concept  of 
marriage  is  not  fundamentally  an  institutional  concept.  The  Hebrew 
writers  recognize  the  profound  Implication  of  the  Jual  nature  of  Man, 
male  and  female.  Man  is  not  seen  in  the  Old  Testament  as  a  self 
sufficient  being  nor  is  it  desirable  that  he  should  be;  he  is  a  being  in 

^  The  Essenes  were  the  closest  movement  in  Hebrew  society  to  an 
ascetic  movement  and  even  here  marriage  was  not  severly  forbidden, 

2  From  E.  Westermarck,  The  Origin  and  Development  of  the  Moral  Ideas, 

p.64  9 
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respect  to  his  Creator  and  other  Men,  he  is  created  in  dependency. 

M 

an  is  a  being  in  relation  and  this  is  the  great  fact  of  his  existence. 
He  is  in  relation  to  YW9W  his  Creator  and  to  all  Men  but  Man  is  in  a 
particular  relation  in  respect  to  his  sexuality.  Although  Man  may  seek 
to  reject  any  responsible  relation  with  YWHW  and  his  fellow  Men,  by  and 
large,  still  he  is  subject  to  his  sexual  nature.  In  this  dual  nature  of 

Man  as  male  and  female  the  constitutive  fact  of  Man  as  created  in  the 

Imago  Dei,  as  an  I  and  a  Thou,  can  be  denied  but  it  cannot  be  escaped. 

The  nature  of  the  'one  flesh”  union  is  not  dependent  upon  children. 

Procreation  is -not  the  meaning  or  justification  of  sex,  nor  is  sex 

taken  in  the  Old  Testament  as  a  matter  of  course.  God’s  "Thou  shalt” 
in  respect  to  adultery  is  not  so  much  a  restriction  of  natural  desires 
or  an  institutional  enforcement  as  a  promise  which  speaks  of  the 
integrity  of  relation  which  man  and.  woman  may  have  in  respect  to  each 
other.  The  Song  of  Songs  underlines  this  basic  biblical  anthropology 
of  Man  as  male  and  female,  the  holiness  of  love  between  man  and  woman 
is  not  spiritualized  but  a  relational  evant  in  the  flesh  $ull  of 
beauty  and  profound  goodness  in  itself. 

The  prophets  seize  upon  this  ontological  nature  of  man  and.  woman 
as  "one  flesh”  to  bear  forth  the  Word  of  the  Lord  to  the  nation.  In 
plain  and.  what  must  have  been  often  offensive  terms  the  prophets  describe 
the  ideal  and  the  invalid  relation  of  Israel  to  YWHW  and  speak  of  YWHW  Vs 
stead.fast  relation  to  Israel  in  terms  of  Man’s  sexual  nature.  The 
prophets  perceive  the  depth  of  the  relational  analogy  of  Man  as  male  and 
female  to  God.,  They  see  the  ontological  nature  of  marriage  as  the 
fundamental  requirement  not  only  for  man  and  woman  but  for  the  covenant 
of  the  nation  with  YWHW;  without  this  inner  relation  the  institutional 
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aspect  is  not  sufficient.  The  prophet  lays  hold  of  Man  and  his 
nation  at  the  point  of  their  sexuality  and  calls  for  obedience  to 
YWHW,  the  sovereign  Lord  of  history.-  The  analogy  of  marriage  is  one 
of  the  greatest  and  most  frequent  mediums  of  the  existential  preaching 
of  the  prophets. 
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THE  HEW  TESTAMENT :  JESUS  TEACHING-  ON  MARRIAGE 


In  the  opening  words  of  The  Church  of  England  marriage  service 

the  congregation  is  reminded  that  "Christ  adorned  and  beautified 

with  his  presence”  the  marriage  in  Cana  of  ualilee  and  there  wrought 

his  first  miracle 1.  However,  before  we  begin  a  study  of  the  Gospel 

records  of  Jesus1  teaching  on  marriage,  it  is  well  to  see  the  social 

condition  of  marriage  in  the  first  century  A.D. 

The  impact  of  Greek  and  Homan  culture  upon  the  first  century  life 

in  Israel  makes  it  imperative  to  look,  briefly  at  least,  at  the 

position  of  marriage  in  those  cultures.  In  Greece,  generally  speaking, 

marriage  was  a  matter  of  convenience,  and  settled  by  the 
parents  of  the  parties,  care  being  taken  to  choose  a  wife 
of  respectable  origin,  and  in  most  cases  of  similar  fortune. 

The  wife  was  usually  younger  than  the  husband.  Aristotle  and 
Plato  reckon  the  yeans  from  thirty  to  thirty-seven  for  the  man, 
and  sixteen  to  twenty  for  the  woman,  as  the  most  suitable  ages... 

In  all  Greek  cities  it  was  easy  for  a  man  to  divorce  his  wife; 
an d  in  the  ce.se  of  adultery  he  was  bound  by  the  law  to  do  so. 

No  legal  process  was  necessary  beyond  the  presence  of  witnesses. 

The  law  only  took  cognizance  of  the  wife*s  property,  which,  with 
the  custody  of  herself,  was  vested  in  the  nearest  male  relation... 
A  wife  could  lawfully  leave  her  husband;  infidelity,  or  ill- 
usage,  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  was  a  ground  for  lawful 
desertion  of  the  wife.2 

Women  were  restricted  mostly  to  within  the  home.  Irregular  unions 
with  hetairai  were  common  at  all  times;  married  men  as  well  as 
bachelors  frequented  their  company  without  social  disgrace  so  long 
as  they  did  not  neglect  their  wives  or  commit  publie  outrage. 

The  letters  of  Paul  in  the  middle  of  the  first  century  describe 
the  general  moral  laxity  in  the  Greek  society^.  We  must  be  clear 
here  that  Paul  is  not  primarily  interested  in  speaking  as  the 
prophets  spoke,  in  the  image  of  the  nation  as  an  adulteress;  rather 
Paul  is  rather  describing  the  actual  conditions,  the  immoral  and 

perverse  use  of  sex  in  the  society. 

1  Book  of  Common  Prayer.  Church  of  England 

2  Stern,  The  Family  Past  and  Present,  p.78 

3 

See  Homans  1:24  ff,  1  Cor.  5:1  ff 
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In  Roman  marriage  in  early  times  the  wife  was  completely 
subject  to  the  husband;  gradually  she  came  to  have  almost  complete 
moral  and  social  equality  but  not  legal  equality.  In  the  time  of 
Domitian  and  Trajan  the  wife  was  absolutely  independent  of  her  husband. 
In  this  later  Roman  marriage  the  act  whereby  the  marriage  was  contracted 
was  regarded  as  a  purely  private  matter.  There  was  no  state  or  other 
public  intervention;  no  record  was  kept.  The  marriage  ritual  was 
purely  civil;  no  religious  rite  was  essential  to  it.^ 

In  post-exilic  Judaism  certain  religious  developments  had  taken 
place  that  were  not  directly  in  line  with  the  prophets.  The  Law 
rather  than  G-od  himself  became  the  centre  of  religious  life,  and 
holiness,  or  perfection,  was  interpreted  as  conformity  with  the 
commandments  of  the  Mosaic  Lav/,  however,  mere  legal  adherence  to  the 
Lav/  of  Moses  without  any  self  authenticating  Thou  was  met  with  social 
unrest  against  an  imposed  norm.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  free 
movement  between  Roman  and  Greek  culture  within  Israel  contributed 
to  the  questioning  of  flreligious  norms”.  The  test  cases  which  were 
put  to  Jesus  in  regard  to  marriage  and  divorce  may  well  reflect  this 
unrest  and  dissatisfaction  against  the  dead  letter  of  religious 
prescription.  There  may  be  a  parallel  in  the  twentieth  century 
’'crisis  of  marriage”  here  too. 
hr.  Piper  says. 

As  a  result  of  its  legalism  late  Judaism  lost  sight  of  the 
ontological  concept  of  sex,  by  which  the  latter  was  regarded 
as  part  of  human  nature.  Consequently  the  main  emphasis  was 
placed  not  so  much  on  the  life  relationship  that  sexual 
intercourse  establishes  between  a  man  and  woman,  as  on  single 
acts  of  sexual  life  that  were  commanded  or  prohibited,  and  on 
their  favou£afole  or  unfavourable  consequences  in  the  actual 
experience  of  social  life.^ 

Stern,  The  family  Past  and  Present,  p.93 

2 

Piper,  The  Christian  Interpretation  of  Sex,  p.12 
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"Is  it  lawful  for  a  man  to  divorce  ids  wife?"  and  Matthew 


adds  to  Mark  "for  any  cause "1.  It  is  thus  in  an  indirect  question 

upon  marriage  that  Jesus  speaks  to  the  problem,  hut  he  speaks 

directly.  The  question  in  itself  was  a  strange  question  for  the 

Jews  to  ask,  for  there  was  no  doubt  about  the  legality  of  divorce; 

*Moses  allowed  a  man  to  write  a  certificate  of  divorce,  and  to  put 

her  away*.'-  The  Shammai  school  held  that  a  man  could  divorce  his 

wife  if  he  found  something  shameful,  that  is,  unchaste,  in  her; 

Hillel  pemdtted  divorce  if  she  burned  the  food,  and  Rabbi  Akiba 

(died  c.  A.D.155)  allowed  divorce  if  the  husband  found  another  woman 

more  beautiful.^  The  question  might  have  been  raised  to  test  Jesus* 

orthodoxy  by  the  scrupulously  religious,  or  it  may  reflect  genuine 

confusion  as  to  the  will  of  God. 

Jesus,  via  a  question  upon  the  teaching  of  Moses,  directs  them 

to  their  religious  legalism,  but  he  goes  behind  their  "coldness  of 

heart",  their  natural  accommodation  of  the  Torah.  Jesus  re-directs 

the  whole  question  from  divorce  to  the  fundamental  question  of 

marriage  itself.  A  significant  re-orientationl 

From  the  beginning  of  creation,  "God  made  them  male  and  female. 
For  this  reason  a.  man  shall  leave  his  father  and  mother  and  be 
joined  to  his  wife,  and  the  two  shall  become  one".  So  they 
are  no  longer  twro  but  one.^ 

Here  then  is  restated  what  we  have  previously  suggested  to  be  the 

Old  Testament  recognition  of  the  creation  of  Man  as  male  and  female; 

the  Beatrician  experience  of  Dante* s  vision  of  perfection  in  the 

I-Thou  context  and  the  nature  of  "one  flesh",  "no  longer  twTo  but 

one".  Jesus  §idds  a  word  of  re-affirmation  and  warning  to  the  Genesis 

^  Mk.  10:1-9,  and  parallel  passage  Matt.  19:3-8 
2  mk.  10:4,  Matt.  19:8,  See  Deut.  24:1-4 
^  Marshall,  The  Challenge  of  Hew  Testament  Dthics 
^  Mk.  10:6-8,  Rote  Septuhgdnt  translation  of  Gen.  2:24  is  quoted. 
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saying,  ”Y/hat  therefore  hod  has  joined  together,  let  no  man  put 
asunder”.  Mark  10:9  Gad  joins  together  that  man  and  woman  who 
address  each  other  as  their  Thou,  in  whom  each  glimpses  the  eternal 
Thou.  Let  no  man  put  asunder  this  relation  of  unswerving  and  stead¬ 
fast  devotion;  let  no  man  or  woman  break  troth  where  this  relation 
exists;  let  no  third  party  nor  man-made  law  disrupt  the  union  of  a 
man  and  woman  who  have  become  ”one  flesh”  through  sexual  intercourse 
in  accordance  with  U-od’s  purpose  for  Man, 

Moses’  certificate  of  divorce  points  to  an  important  distinction 
between  social  and  religious  basis  for  divorce.  Jesus  refuses  to 
discuss  the  issue  on  a  social  basis  and  raises  the  real  religious 
question.  However,  can  it  be  said  that  G-od  joins  every  man  and 
woman  together  as  one  in  ’’every”  sexual  intercourse? 

Matthew  and  Mark  are  in  essential  agreement  with  this  port  upon 
Jesus’  teaching  of  marriage;  it  is  upon  the  question  of  divorce  and 
remarriage  that  Matthew  makes  a  ’’condition”  for  divorce.  According 
to  Mark,  Jesus’  remarks  on  adultery  we re  uttered  privately  ”in  the 
house Matthew  omits  any  indication  of  it  being  private  teaching 
and  makes  it  part  of  the  account  just  considered.  Matt.  19:1-8. 

We  can  distinguish  six  statements  from  Jesus  about  adultery;  all  are 
short  and  reveal  a  remarkable  degree  of  inconsistency ;  they  are  as 
follows : 

1.  Every  man  who  put s away  his  wife  and  remarries  commits  adultery 

Luke  16:18  ( Q ) 

2.  Every  man  who  puts  away  his  wife  and  remarries  commits  adultery 

against  her  Mark  10:11. 

3.  Every  man  who  puts  away  his  wife  (except  for  porneia)  end  remarries 

commits  adultery  Matt.  19:9a 


1 


Mark  10:10 
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4.  Every  man  who  puts  away  Ms  wife  (except  for  porneia)  makes  her 

an  adult re ss  Matt.  5:32a. 

5.  Every  man  who  marries  a  woman  put  away  commits  adultery  Matt. 19 :9b; 

Luke  16:18b  ( Q) ;  Matt.  5:521).  It  is  not  clear  in  Q,  whether 
this  holds  good  if  she  is  put  away  for  porn^ia  or  not. 

6.  A  woman  who  puts  away  her  husband  and  remarries  commits  adultery 

Mark  10:12. 

In  several  other  instances  the  Old  Testament  is  quoted  by  Jesus, 

Matt.  5:27;  19:18. 

These  statements  must  be  seen  against  the  background  of  Jewish  law 

and  custom,  not  in  our  present  day  interpretation  placed  upon  “adultery” 

and  “put  a way”.  How  it  is  clear  that 

In  Jewish  law  adultery  was  the  intercourse  of  a  married  woman  with 
any  man  other  than  her  husband... A  man  was  not  regarded  as  guilty 
of  adultery  unless  he  had  intercourse  with  a  married  woman  other 
than  his  wife.'1' 

The  law  did  not  recognize  remarriage  after  divorce  as  making  a  man  an 
adulterer;  having  put  away  Ms  wife,  he  was  legally  and  socially  free 
to  contract  another  union.  Bor  could  a  man  who  married  a  divorced 
woman  properly  be  said  to  commit  adultery,  since  the  “bill  of 
divorcement”  declared  her  free  to  remarry.  The  question  of  a  woman 

putting  away  her  husband  never  arose: 

...the  divorce  was  always,  from  first  to  last,  in  Jewish  law 
the  husband* s  act. 2 

A  woman  could  ask  her  adulterous  husband  for  a  divorce;  under  certain 
situations  she  could  claim  one.  However  this  Mark  passage  seems  to 
reflect  the  Roman  fashion  whereby  a  woman  could  serve  a  ,Tbill  of 
divorcement*1  upon  her  husband. 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  in  what  way  these  sayings  were 
intelligible  to  the  first  century.  Matthew’s  “except  for  porneia” 
is  usually  interpreted  as  a  qualification  by  Matthew  which  identified 
1 

Abrahams,  studies  in  Pharisaism  and  the  u-ospels,  p.73,  p.88 
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ibid.,  p.7C 
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him  with  the  stricter  Jewish  Shaimnai  school.  Ih  the  face  of  the  law  and 


social  custom,  Matthew  may  he  trying  to  counteract  divorce  which  was 
so  frequently  upon  very  trivial  bases  and  which  often  gave  the  husband 
tyrannical  power  over  the  wife.  It  is  irresponsible  ’’putting  away”, 
not  the  responsible  putting  away  which  the  law  and  custom  recognized 
for  adultery,  which  Matthew  rejects;  this  makes  a  man  an  adulterer 
and  any  man  who  marries  such  a  woman  put  away  really  marries  a  legally 
married  woman,  hence  by  law  commits  adultery,  or  such  a  woman  put  away 
is  made  an  adulteress  by  her  husband.  Textual  criticism  generally 
regards  Matthew’ s  ’’conditional  exception”  as  an  interpretation.  Sven 
if  ’’except  for  porneia”  is  allowed  by  the  law  the  phra.se  seems  to  be 
in  direct  contradiction  to  Jesus’  words, 

If  you  love  them  that  love  you  what  credit  is  that  to  you? 

So  do  even  the  publicans.  Matt.  5:4b 

Henan  says  Matthew’s  exception  arises  from  ’’over  strained  morality”. 

In  Matthew  5:27-28  Jesus  accepts  the  law  but  broadens  it  out.l 

You  have  heard  that  it  was  said,  ’’You  shall  not  commit  adultery”. 

But  I  say  unto  you  that  everyone  who  looks  at  a  woman  lustfully 
has  already  committed  adultery  with  her  in  his  heart. 

It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  Jesus  accepts  the  strict  context  of 
the  Jewish  law  here,  even  if  he.' we  re  to  mean  simply  that  a  man 
who  looks  at  another  man’s  wife  lustfully  has  commited  adultery. 

Though  we  may  say  that  in  the  legal  and  social  context  such  a  pro¬ 
nouncement  would  be  unintelligible,  the  same  is  true  of  most  other 
sayings  and  acts  which  occured  then  too,  Jesus  re-af firms  the  ancient 
law  from  Sinai  and  in  himself  reveals  it  even  to  the  legally  minded. 
You  who  extract  out  of  another  person  what  you  want  for  your  own 

According  to  A.S.  Peake’s  Commentary,  the  ”woman”  referred 
to  here  means  a  married  woman  in  complete  parallel  to  the 
Old  Testament  law  upon  which  it  is  a.  comment. 
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pleasure;  you,  who  use  the  other;  reducing  the  other  to  a  thing, 
an  It;  you  deny  the  vitalizing  I-Thou! 

The  test  case  of  the  woman  taken  in.  adultery,  related  in  John’s 
gospel^,  is  a  very  excellent  exegesis  of  Matthew  5:27-23,  There 
seems  little  doubt  as  to  the  actual  validity  of  the  charge  made  by 
the  woman1 s  accusers;  there  is  a  narrow  definition  of  adultery  on 
the  part  of  the  crowd  and,  as  they  point  out,  for  the  specific  act 
the  Law  of  Moses  says  she  should  be  stoned.  But  Jesus  redirects  the 
whole  question  back  upon  the  woman*  s  accusers  in  a  manner  which  quite 
outstrips  the  strict  letter  of  the  law.  "Let  him  who  is  without  sin 
among  you  be  the  first  to  throw  a  stone  at  her,11  The  exact  implication 
of  the  word  ”sin”  here  is  not  clear.  It  would  seem  rather  unlikely 
that  not  one  in  the  crowd  was  innocent  of  the  sin  of  adultery  and 
hence  could  ca,st  the  first  stone,  Glearly  the  context  of  the  incident 
does  suggest  that  the  immediate  conotation  of  ”sin”  is  related  to 
sexual  infidelity.  However  the  account  will  certainly  bear  a  much 
broader  interpretation  of  ”sin”.  It  would  seem  to  be  more  upon  the 
basis  of  the  latter  that  the  woman’s  accusers  are  ashamed  and  depart 
or  are  we  to  conclude  that  the  woman  represents  in  fact  what  her 
accusers  have  often  been  in  desire  at  least?  The  woman’s  accusers 
hide  behind  the  Mosaic  Law,  but  the  Law  in  Jesus  is  revealed  and  ihey 
are  all  offended  and  go  away.  ’’Woman,  where  are  they?  Has  no  one 
condemned  you?”  Her  accusers  had  known  only  part;  he  knows  all. 
"Neither  do  I  condemn  you;  go,  and  do  not  sin  again.”  How  dresidful 
to  be  completely  revealed!  How  incredible  to  hear  then  that  one  is 
not  condemned!  There  can  be  little  doubt  but  that  Jesus  rejects  the 

^  John  8:2-11.  See  also  John  4:7  ff,  the  meeting  at  the  well 
with  the  woman  of  Samaria  who  has  or  has  had  five  husbands. 

Here  also  Jesus  appears  very  easy  with  an  ’’obvious”  sinner. 
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specific  legalism  of  Judaism,  which,  however  desirable  it  may  have 
been  in  maintaining  respectabiligy ,  has  no  profound  or  permanent 
justification  in  the  heart  of  Man.  How  free  the  Gospel  is  in 
comparison  to  the  Law! 


In  the  Gospel  of  Mark  we  find  again  the  bridal  imagery  which  the 
prophets  have  employed. 


Jesus  said  to  them,  ”Can  the  wedding  guests  fast  while  the 
bridegroom  is  with  them?  As  long  as  they  have  the  bridegroom 
with  them  they  cannot  fast.  The  days  will  come,  when  the 
bridegroom  is  taken  away  from  them,  and  then  they  will  fast  in  that 
day.1 


The  imagery  re-appears  in  the  Fourth  Gospel  in  the  words  of  John  the 

Baptist  when  he  sees  the  bridegroom  espousing  the  bride. 

He  who  ha^  the  bride  is  the  bridegroom;  the  friend  of  the  bridegroom, 
who  stands  and  hears  him,  rejoices  greatly  at  the  bridegroom^ 
voice;  therefore  this  joy  of  mine  is  now  full.  John  3:28-29 


The  prophets  spoke  of  the  betrothal  of  the  nation  early  in  its 


history  and  looked  forward  to  the  nation1 s  deliverance  in  the  future 


in  terms  of  the  marriage  imagery.  However,  in  the  Hew  Testament,  it 
is  announced  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  bridegroom  of  Israel  now.  In 
Jesus  Christ  the  marriage  imagery  of  the  prophets  is  fulfilled. 

Jesus  presents  hmmself  as  the  bridegroom  in  two  great  parables,  the 


Wedding  Feast,  and  the  Ten  Virgins. 

The  kingdom  of  heaven  may  be  compared  to  a  king  who  gave  a, 
marriage  feast  for  his  son,...  Matt,  22:1-13 

The  kingdom  of  heaven  shall  be  compared  to  ten  maidens  who  took 
their  lamps  and  went  to  meet  th^ridegroom. . .  Matt.  25:1-13 

The  message  of  the  kingdom  is  declared  under  the  figure  of  the 

human  relationship  of  man-woman. 

The  gospels  affirm  the  imagery  of  marriage  but  they  do  not  glorify 
marriage  for  itself.  The  movement  of  affirmation  and  negation  of  the 


marriage  imagery  saves  the  image  from  becoming  an  idol. 
1  Mark  2:19-20;  see  Matt.  9:15  and  Luke  5:34-5 
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...there  are  eunuchs  who  have  made  themselves  eunuchs  for 
the  sake  of  the  kingdom,  of  heaven.  Matt.  19:12 

In  the  question  posted  by  the  Sadducees,  regarding  the  woman  who  had 

married  seven  brothers,  Jesus  answers, 

...when  they  rise  from  the  dead,  they  neither  marry  nor  are 
given  in  marriage. ^ 

The  image  must  he  broken  so  that  all  idolatrous  pretences  may  be 

avoided  and  so  that  we  are  reminded  of  its  purpose.  It  is  well  that 

some  for  the  kingdom’s  sake  should  not  marry,  but  there  are  no  grounds 

in  this  for  boasting.  Death  of  one  of  the  partners  is  the  breaking 

of  the  image;  marriage  is  till  death  us  do  part.  Marriage  is  not  a 

final  surety;  only  that  which  stands  behind,  before  and  above  it,  that 

on  which  it  takes  its  stand  is  sure.  In  this  marriage  image,  fleeting 

perhaps,  we  catch  a  glimpse  of  the  Eternal  Thou.  Perhaps  the  meaning 

of  the  words  f,they  neither  marry  nor  are  given  in  marriage”,  suggests 

that  in  the  presence  of  the  Eternal  Thou,  marriage  stands  in  the 

same  relation  as  the  Law  to  Israel  when  Jesus  Christ  came,  hot  that 

the  Law  was  abolished  but,  as  Jesus  Christ  says,  fulfilled;  not  that 

the  Law  had  failed  to  be  good  or  a  means  of  grace  for  the  Jews,  biit 

that  now,  in  the  presence  of  Cod,  it  ms  fulfilled,  Brunner  says: 

Marriage  and  the  family  and  the  whole  of  sexuality  is  related  to 
the  process  of  becoming,  but  not  to  that  of  fulfillment.  Sexual¬ 
ity  is  the  divinely  willed  manner  in  which  humanity  is  permitted 
to  come  into  being,  to  give  us  existence.  This  growth  will  come 
to  an  end  one  day,  and  with  it  sexuality  and  its  differentiation 
and  function.  The  sex  element  belongs  to  the  sphere  of  earth,  not 
to  that  of  heaven,  to  the  temporal,  not  to  the  eternal.  Therefore 
even  the  most  perfect  possible  order  of  the  relations  between  the 
sexes  is  only  a  penultimate,  not  an  ultimate  matter. ^ 

Ho  question  is  raised  in  the  gospels  as  to  whether  or  not  a  man 

might  take  a  secondary  wi f e .  This  would  seem  to  suggest  that  this 

was  no  longer  a  pressing  question  in  Hebrew  ethics.  Hor  in  the 

gospels  is  there  any  suggestion  in  regard  to  the  precreative  aspect 

of  marriage.  Marriage  is  seen  as  having  a  unitive  relational  aspect 

and  as  having  an  analogical  function. 

1  Mark  12:25;  see  Matt.  22:23-50;  Luke  20:27-34 
o 

E.  Brunner,  Man,  in  Revolt,  p.360 
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MARRIAGE  IN  THE  FI  AST  CENTURY  CHURCH 
The  implication  of  the  doctrine  of  the  virgin  "birth  must 
receive  from  our  point  of  view  some  study.  Though  the  account  is 
found  in  the  gospels  we  take  it  up  here  rather  than  in  the  previous 
chapter  since  there  is  no  actual  suggestion  in  the  life  and 
teaching  of  Jesus  of  this  event.  It  appears  more  precisely  to 
belong  to  the  teaching  of  the  first  century  Christians  than  to  the 
historic  record.  The  authenticity  of  the  account  has  been  much 
questioned,  but  what  we  are  concerned  about  here  is,  if  we  accept 
the  account  in  principle  of  Jesus*  birth  of  a  virgin,  what  does  this 
imply  about  the  first  century  Christian  understanding  of  sex  and 
marriage.  Simply  stating  that  the  account  is  biological  none  sense, 
which  the  writer(s)  was  probably  not^ware  of,  hardly  helps  us  to 
understand  what  he  may  be  saying.  An  immediate  possible  interpre¬ 
tation  is  that  sex  is  rejected — Jesus  is  not  born,  as  are  all  Men, 
through  the  act  of  sexual  association,  but,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
rejection  of  sex  is  not  a  vievr  consistent  with  Jesus*  teaching. 

But  if  Jesus  is  not  born  as  other  Men  are  is  he  then  fully  human? 
Again  the  story  may  be  taken  as  representative;  Mary  represents 
the  faithful  of  Israel  (or  the  Church);  she  alone  hears  and  believes 
G-od_*  s  promise.-1-  We  may  say  at  les.st,  however,  that  the  story 
proclaims  the  ^lystery**  in  G-od  becoming  a  man.  It  is  notable 
that  woman  is  given  the  significant  role;  the  male  is  excluded! 

The  account  may  be  taken  to  declare  on  behalf  of  the  first  century 
Christians  that  sex  and  marriage  are  not  ultimate  matters;  this 
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See  Piper,  op.cit.,  p.14 
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may  also  "be  ■said  about  Jesus  Christ’s  singleness  of  life,  The 
theological  implications  of  marriage  were  worked  out  in  the  first  cen¬ 
tury  Church  in  Paul’s  writings  to  the  new  Christian  communities. 

Under  the ’’progressive  enlightenment ”  of  later  times,  Paul’s  views 
on  marriage  and  the  position  of  woman  in  society  have  often  been 
derided.  Paul  has  frequently  been  pictured  as  a  disgruntled  and 
disappointed  man  in  love,  or  at  best  as  a  first  century  Christian 
who  could  not  break  free  of  the  male  dominated  social  fabric  of  his 
times.  Yet  whatever  views  Paul  may  have  held  toward  the  position  of 
women  in  society  and  the  Church,  seldom  has  anyone  given  such 
generous  personal  acknowledgement  to  his  fellow-labourers,  who 
were  women,  as  Paul  does  in  the  last  chapter  of  Homans,  where  at 
least  eight  women  are  individually  recognized  by  him. 

Two  things  must  be  kept  in  mind  in  order  to  appreciate  Paul’s 

thought  in  regard  to  marriage.  First,  the  chaotic  state  and  sheer 

lack  of  human  loyalties  in  the  marriage  relation  of  the  pre-Christian 

Creek  society.  Sven  to  the  new  Church  in  Corinth  Paul  must  write: 

It  is  actually  reported  that  there  is  immorality  among  you,  and 
that  of  a  kind  that  is  not  even  found  among  pagans;  for  a  man 
is  living  with  his  father’s  v/ife.  I  Cor.  5:1 

Though  we  today  may  live  in  a  post  Christian  era,  yet  some  semblance 

of  order  remains  in  the  marriage  and  the  family.  The  situation  in 

which  Paul  found  himself  is  akin  to  that  which  would  prevail  here  if 

the  vagaries  of  Hollywood  marriages  were  to  be  multiplied  to  the 

whole  nation,  or  to  the  situation  which  arose  with  the  free  divorce 

courts  in  the  early  days  of  the  Russian  revolution.  Secondly,  we  must 

remember  that  the  early  Church  of  which  Paul  Tims  a  member  was  a 

community  which  lived  in  the  expectation  of  the  immediate  end  of  the 

cosmos  in  some  great  finale.  It  is  in  this  light  that  we  can 
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understand  Paul  when  lie  says:  remain  as  you  are,  married  or 
unmarried. 

I  think  that  in  view  of  the  impending  disaster  it  is  well  for 
a  person  to  remain  as  he  is.  I  Cor.  7:26 

I  mean,  brethern,  the  appointed  time  has  grown  short;  from  now 

on,  let  those  who  have  wives  live  as  though  they  had  none.. I  Cor. 7:29 

It  is  this  strong  eschatological  mindedness  of  the  early  community 

which  colours  Paul’s  thought.  When  this  eschatological  aspect  is 

dropped,  any  interpretation  of  Paul’s  pronouncements  on  marriage 

lacks  a  proper  background. 

Prior  to  answering  the  Corinthians  "concerning  matters  about  which 
you  wrote"  I  Cor.  7:1  ff,  Paul  states  the  profound  nature  of  the 
relation  between  a  man  and  woman.  Paul  uses  the  metaphor  of  the 
body  and  its  members,  a  metaphor  which  he  uses  elsewhere-*-.  In  the 
metaphor  Paul  sets  two  alternative  unions  before  the  Corinthians, 
union  with  Christ: 

The  body  is  not  meant  for  immorality,  but  for  the  Lord, 
and  the  Lord  for  the  body.  I  Cor.  6:13 

Do  you  not  know  that  your  bodies  are  members  of  Christ?I  Cor. 6:15 
He  VvTho  is  united  to  the  Lord  becomes  one  spirit  with  him. I  Cor. 6: 17 
And  union  with  a  prostitute: 

Do  you  not  know  that  he  who  joins  himself  to  a  prostitute  becomes 
one  body  with  her?  For,  as  it  is  written  "The  two  shall  become 
one  flesh".  I  Cor.  6:16 

Paul  sets  these  two  unions  in  contrast;  the  true  man-woman  henosis, 
the  symbol  of  the  union  with  Christ,  is  set  over  against  the  union 
with  a  prostitute,  which  is  a  parody  of  all  that  is  valid  in  the 
relation  of  a  man  and  woman ,  hence  of  the  heaven^ly  Bridegroom  and 
the  Bride.  Paul’s  whole  argument  turns  upon  his  assumption  that 

1  I  Corinthians  12:12  ff;  see  also  Eph.  5:28b-29 
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sexual  intercourse,  whether  licit  or  illicit,  has  one  inevitable 
consequence — it  establishes  one  bo$y.  This  is  no  Greek  idea  which 
Paul  is  introducing,  but  a  profoundly  Hebrew  view.  The  valid  henosis 
is  the  analogy  of  Christ  and  his  Church;  the  same  imagery  appears 
here  as  in  the  prophetic  writings. 

Paul  shares  the  Hebrew  view  in  his  understanding  of  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  sexual  intercourse  in  establishing  "one  flesh".  His  under¬ 
standing  of  the  nature  of  the  act  is  not  limited  to  a  valid  henosis 
alone  but  also  to  the  act  where  almost  every  condition  is  lacking. 

In  union  with  a  prostitute  love  is  only  a  perverted  eros;  there  is 
no  intention  of  either  personal  or  social  responsibility,  and  though 
there  may  be  consent,  it  is  directed  to  the  wrong  end.  Yet,  says 
Paul ,  "he  who  joins  himself  to  a  prostitute  becomes  one  body  with, 
her";  Even  the  most  casual  relation  in  sexual  intercourse  makes  a 
man  and  woman  like  husband  and  wife,  "one  flesh". 

The  most  decisive  words  in  Pauline  anthropology  are  "body", 
soma,  and  "flesh",  sarx.  Body,  soma,  is  the  whole  person.  It  is 
not  something  man  possesses,  it  is  what  he  is!  To  be  joined  to  a 
harlot  cannot  be  a  superficial  con-tract  for  something  is  done  which 
reaches  down  into  the  very  core  of  Man1 s  being.  The  significance  of 
Paul’s  soma  is  much  like  that  of  the  Old  Testament  basar.  In  the 
Septuagint  basar  is  primarily  rendered  as  sarx.  life  may  conclude 
that  for  Paul  both  sarx  and  soma  have  their  origin  in  the  Hebrew 
basar.  However,  though  both  words  do  arise  from  the  Hebrew  basar 
they  do  designate  different  aspects  of  human  relationship  to  God. 

Hot  that  they  represent  different  parts  of  Man’s  make-up,  the  mortal 
as  against  the  immortal  but  each  stands  for  the  whole  person 
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differently  regarded. 

Sarx  stands  for  man ,  in  the  solidarity  of  creation,  in  his 
distance  from  G-od,  soma  stands  for  Kan ,  in  the  solidarity 
of  creation,  as  made  for  G-od.-*- 

Paul’s  key  word  here  in  I  Corinthians  6:15  ff  is  body,  soma.. 

When  he  says  "the  two  shall  become  one  flesh"  vs  16  he  is  quoting 

the  Beptuagint.  Paul  sees  the  nature  of  sex  as  made  for  G-od.  There 

is  here  no  casual  attitude  toward  sexual  union,  within  or  outside 

the  marriage  bond,  but  a  recognition  of  the  depths  of  the  sexual 

nature  of  Kan,  a  depth  which  bespeaks  his  destiny,  which  becomes  a 

time  analogy  or  parody  of  his  creaturely  existence  related  to  his  Creator. 

Bailey*'  points  out  that  the  character  of  the  "one  flesh"  union, 
which  is  established  by  sexual  intercourse,  will  be  determined  by 
the  character  of  its  "constitutive  act".  Here  we  may  recognize  three 
categories:  the  true  union  of  man  and  woman  acting  freely  in  love 
and  responsibility  toward  one  another  and  the  community;  the  false 
union  for  casual,  self  gratifying  ends;  and  lastly,  unions  which  for 
obvious  reasons  do  not  enter  into  either  of  the  above,  where  sexual 
and  psychical  maladjustment  prevent  a  personal  relation  as  implied 
in  the  idea  of  "one  flesh",  in  instances  of  rape,  and  relations 
with  the  young  or  feeble-minded.  Paul’ s  remarks  quite  clearly  are 
not  meant  to  be  pressed  in  the  latter  instances. 

Bexaal  intercourse  is  an  act  of  the  whole  self,  s.ffecting  the 
whole  self.  The  intention  and  context  with  which  it  is  entered 
determine  its  character  and  the  resultant  state  of  "one  flesh". 

In  the  one  case,  man  and  women  become  by  grace  that  ’analogia 
relationis’  in  their  marriage  whi ch  is  the  image  in  which  they  are 

John  A.T.  Bobinson,  The  Body,  K  Study  in  Pauline  Theology,  p.31 
2  Bailey,  op.cit.,  p.52 
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created;  in  the  other  man  and  woman  merely  enact  a  hollow  diabolical 


parody  of  existence  which  works  disintegration  of  the  jjerson.  Thus 


Paul  may  address  the  Corinthian  Church  in  intelligible  terms  in 


the  words 


»  fcshun  immorality.  Every  other  sin  which  a  man  commits 
is  outside  the  body;  but  the  immoral  man  sin3  against  his 
own  body. .  .glorify  G-od  in  your  body.  j  Cor.  6:18  ff 


"how  concerning  matters  about  which  you  wrote",  Paul  in  I  Cor. 7.1 
now  having  stated  the  implications  of  marriage,  addresses  himself  to 
the  immediate  situation.  Let  us  take  first  the  negative  instances. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  in  this  first  Corinthian  letter,  Paul 


considers  the  single  state  preferable  to  the  married.  We  find  him 


saying; 

It  is  well  for  a  man  not  to  touch  a  woman.  I  Cor.  7:1 
I  wish  that  all  were  as  myself.  I  Cor.  7:7 
To  the  unmarried  and  the  widows  I  say  that  it  is  veil 
for  them  to  remain  single  as  I  do.  I  Cor.  7:8 

The  married  are  anxious  about  "w  oddly  things"  and  how  to  please 

their  spouse,  says  Paul,  and  in  a  rather  humorous  and  practical. 

touch  he  says  in  the  28th  verse,  "Those  who  marry  will  have 

worldly  troubles,  and  I  would  spare  you  that." 

If  we  take  now  the  positive  instances  in  Paul’s  dealing  with 

the  marriage  problems  of  the  Corinthian  community,  we  find  him 

spying ,  0f  the  temptation  to  immorality,  each  man  should 

have  his  own  wife  and  each  woman  her  own  husband.  I  Cor. 7:2 

Though  this  seems  like  a  backhanded  concession  to  marriage  yet 

Paul  continues  and  plainly  states  what  marriage  involves  for  man 

and  woman.  Husband  and  wife  must  give  to  each  other  their 

"conjugal  rights";  that  is,  they  must  mutually  give  their  Jodies 

"For  the  wife  does  not  rule  over  hew  own  body. 


to  one  another 
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but  the  husband  does;  likewise  the  husband  does  not  rule  over 
his  own  body,  but  the  wife  does”.  I  Cor,  7:4  Paul  finds  no  place 
for  some  kind  of  ascetic  or  spiritual  marriage,  as  did  some  of  the 
mystics  but  says;  "Do  not  refuse  one  another  except  perhaps  for  a 
season,  that  you  may  devote  yourselves  to  prayer;  but  then  come 
together  again..”  verse  5.  .Again  he  says,  "if  they  cannot  exercise 
self-control,  they  should  marry.  For  it  is  better  to  marry  than  be 
aflame  with  passion,"  I  Cor,  7:9  and  again  in  verses  28  and  36  he 
says,  "if  you  marry,  you  do  not  sin". 

In  verse  36  Paul  says; 

If  anyone  thinks  he  is  not  behaving  properly  toward  his 
betrothed,  if  his  passions  are  strong,  and  it  has  to  be,  let 
him  do  as  he  wishes;  let  them  marry-^it  is  no  sin. 

Paul's  reference  seems  to  be  to  the  practice  of  a  young  man  talking 

a  girl  under  his  protection  and  their  living  together  a  celibate 

life.  Certainly  the  verse  is  clear  in  that  it  again  reflects  Paul's 

preference  for  non  marriage  in  the  anticipation  of  the  eschaton 

but  the  verse  is  decidedly  inconsistent  with  Paul's  teaching 

elsewhere  upon  marriage  and  its  duties.  Marriage  here  plainly  is 

a  remedy  against  sin;  if  you  do  not  need  the  remedy  so  much  the 

better!  If  the  practice  in  the  Greek  Christian  communities  was 

actually  to  live  together  under  the  determination  to  be  celibate — 

a  kind  of  trial  by  ordeal — one  wonders  why  Paul  does  not  condemn 

it  outright.  It  is  faith  not  works  which  justifies. 

Marriage  involves  loyalty  for  both  man  and  woman^ ;  "the  wife 

should  not  separate  from  her  husband",  "the  husband  should  not 

divorce  his  wife”;  the  believing  husband  or  wife  sanctifies  the 
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I  Cor.  7:10-11  and  39 
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sx>ouse  and  ought  not  to  separate  from  an  unbelieving  marriage 
mate.  Paul’s  teaching  on  divorce  is  clear.  The  wife  ought  not 
to  separate  from  her  husband;  if  she  should,  she  should  not  remarry 
for  the  wife  had  no  power  of  divorce;  mere  separation  does  not 
terminate  the  marriage  and  so  she  is  not  free  to  remarry.  The 
emphasis  is  upon  the  fidelity  of  both  man  and  woman.  In  the  case 
of  mixed  marriages  the  Christian  member  is  to  be  faithful  but  not 
to  bind  the  pagan  member  against  his  or  her  wish.  Where  separation 
should  occur  it  is  not  clear  whether  Paul  approves  that  the 
Chrfefcian  member  should  enter  into  another  marriage  or  not.  It 
would  seem  unlikely  in  view  of  his  teaching  on  the  unitive  nature 
of  the  ”one  flesh”  I  Cor,  6:15  ff,  which  he  restates  here 
indirectly  in  the  sanctifying  of  the  unbelieving  mate  through 
the  believing  mate. 

A  preliminary  evaluation  of  Paul’s  position  suggests,  first, 
that  it  is  vastly  coloured  by  Ms  eschatological  conviction.  The 
impression  is  given  that  Paul  says;  yes,  merry,  although  this  is 
a  second  best — if  you  marry,  see  that  you  are  faithful  in  it.  Ilhat 
is  the  reason  for  Paul’s  reluctance  toward  marriage?  His  reason 
is  clear:  to  be  married  is  to  be  concerned  about  this  world,  to 
be  torn  with  worldly  anxiety  about  a  world  which  is  soon  to  pass 
gwa y.  He  says,  ”1  want  you  to  be  free  from' anxiety”,  your  proper 
concern  is  with  G-od  and  his  salvation;  this  single  purpose  must  be 
kept  free  and  unclouded,  ”1  say  this  for  your  benefit,  not  to  lay 
restraint  upon  you,  but  to  promote  good  order  and  to  secure  your 
undivided  devotion  to  the  Lord”.  Paul  does  not  suggest  that  sex  is 
evil;  there  is  no  denial  of  marriage  where  it  exists.  "Are  you 
bound  to  a  wife?  Do  not  seek  to  be  free.”  And  on  the  other  hand. 
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As  with  Ho sea 


"Are  you  free  of  a  wife?  Do  not  seek  marriage”. 

and  Jeremiah,  the  question  is  not  marriage  in  itself  hut  God1 s 
purpose. 


nowhere  has  Paul  heen  as  greatly  misunderstood  as  in  his 

teaching  upon  subordination  in  marriage. 

I  want  you  to  understand  that  the  head  of  every  man  is 
Christ,  the  head  of  a  woman  is  her  husband,  and  the  head 
of  Christ  is  God.  I  Cor.  1:3 

Be  subject  to  one  another  out  of  reverence  for  Christ. 

Wives,  be  subject  to  your  husbands,  as  to  the  Lord.  For 
the  husband  is  the  head  of  the  wife  as  Christ  is  the  head 
of  the  church,  his  body,  and  is  himself  its  Saviour.  As 
the  church  is  subject  to  Christ  so  let  wives  also  be  subject 
in  everything  to  their  husbands.  Eph.  5:21  ff 

Wives,  be  subject  to  your  husbands,  as  is  fitting  in  the  Lord. 
Husbands,  love  your  wives,  and  do  not  be  harsh  with  them. 

Col.  3:18-19 

...there  is  neither  male  nor  female;  for  you  are  all  one 
in  Christ  Jesus.  Gal.  3:28 

A  distinction  must  always  be  made  in  considering  Paul’s  writing 

between  teaching  which  is  under  the  immediate  influence  of  his 

eschatological  convictions  and  when  he  is  concerned  with  certain 

principles.  Phe  modern  age  has  made  the  rather  superficial 

judgement  that  when  Paul  writes,  "wives  be  subject  to  your  husbands1* 

that  he  writes  as  a  man  of  his  times  and  that  he  did  not  yet  appreciate 

the  full  Christian  revelation  of  "equality*1.  Paul  is  not  immediately 

concerned  with  the  legal  or  social  status  of  woman  but  he  is 

concerned  with  the  relational  existence  of  the  "one  flesh*1  union. 

Paul  speaks  of  this  as  "a  great  mystery"  and  many  would,  answer, 

"It  certainly  is  and  we  would  prefer  to  know  nothing  of  it  whatever*** 

Bhe  mystery  is  this,  says  Paul;  the  relation  of  wife  to  husband,  is  that 

of  the  church  to  Christ;  "husbands  love  your  wives  as  Christ  does 

■**  Phis  distinction  is  very  clear  in  his  teaching  upon  "one 
flesh"  I  Cor.  6:15ff,  and  the  series  of  recommendations 
which  follow  in  the  seventh  chapter. 
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the  church".  Is  this  a  meaningless  or  androcentric  phra.se?  ho, 

not  for  the  early  church  at  least;  this  love  of  Christ  for  the 

church  has  meant  the  life,  death,  and  resurrection  of  Jesus  Christ; 

for  Paul1  s  readers  it  has  meant  "being  made  alive  when  dead,  the 

defeat  of  the  powers  of  darkness,  of  chaos,  the  overcoming  of  all 

the  senseless  futility  of  life,  the  frustration  of  moral ism  and  law. 

This  is  what  the  love  of  Christ  has  cost;  husbands  love  your  wives 

are 

likewise  and  wives  love  your  husbands  likewise.  In  this/you  subject. 

In  Corinthians  Paul  definitely  holds  the  Hebrew  hierarchial 
view  in  the  relations  of  man  and  woman  and  supports  his  argument 
oh  the  basis  of  the  J  narrative  of  Genesis,  "man  was  not  made  from 
woman,  but  woman  from  man"  I  Cor.  11.8.  He  combines  the  P  and  J 
narratives  and  speaks  of  man  being  made  in  the  image  of  G-od  and 
G-od1  s  glory;  neither  P  nor  J  really  say  this.  P  says  the  relational 
nature  of  man  and  woman  in  each  is  the  image  of  G-od;  J  does  not 
speak  of  the  image  of  G-od  but  simply  speaks  of  the  cres/fcion  of  man 
and  later  woman.  We  can  probably  rightly  say  that  herefcaul  does 
reflect  his  cultural  background  but  his  position  is  at  once 
modified  in  verses  11  and  12; 

nevertheless,  in  the  Lord  woman  is  not  independent  of  men  nor 
man  of  woman ;  for  as  woman  was  made  from  man,  so  man  is  now 
born  of  woman. 

Paul*  s  teaching  upon  the  "subjection”  of  woman  becomes  intolerable 
when  woman1 s  subjection  is  isolated  from  the  general  pattern  of 
human  subjection  in  Christ,  "Be  subject  to  one  another  out  of 
reverence  for  Christ".  It  is  noteworthy  that  Paulrs  words  in 
Ephhsians  concerning  mutual  subordination  immediately  preceed  his 
teaching  upon  subordination  in  marriage.  Perms  of  inferiority  or 
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superiority  are  irrelevant  here.  Paul’s  teaching  does  not  rest 

upon  an  hierarchial  order  hut  upon  relational  existence — a 

relational  existence  disclosed  in  Jesus  Christ.  True  subordination 

may  reflect  the  will  and  grace  of  God  hut  there  is  also  a  false 

subordination  which  reflects  the  egocentric  will  of  Man.  There  is 

no  commandment  of  superiority  or  inferiority  hut  of  love. 

Paul  deliberately  develops  a  Christo logical  analogy  of  what 

has  been  anticipated  in  the  writings  of  Genesis  and  the  prophets 

and  builds  upon  the  two  parables  of  Jesus,  the  Jedding  Feast  and 

the  Ten  Virgins,  which  proclaim  the  crisis  and  fulfillment  of  Man’s 

destiny.  In  I  Cor. 6:15  ff  Paul’s  analogy  of  the  members  of  Christ 

in  one  body  contrasted  to  union  in  ”one  flesh”  through  sexual 

intercourse  reflects  the  Genesis’  parables.  The  prophetic  imagery 

of  God  as  the  faithful  husband  of  faithless  Israel  finds  its  full 

realization  in  Paul’s  writing; 

Christ  loved  the  church,  and  gave  himself  for  it;  that  he 
might  sanctify  and  cleanse  it  with  the  washing  of  water  by 
the  word-,  that  he  might  present  it  to  himself  a  glorious 
church,  not  having  spot  or  wrinkle ,  or  any  such  thing;  but 
that  it  should  be  holy  and  without  blemish.  Eph.  5:25-27 

igain  in  II  Corinthians  the  bridal  imagery  is  unmistakably  clear; 

I  have  espoused  you  to  one  husband,  that  I  may  present  you 
as  a  chaste  virgin  to  Christ.  II  Cor.  11:2 

In  Homans  7:2-4  Paul  draws  another  Christ ological  analogy  of 

marriage  when  he  speaks  of  the  law  of  marriage  being  binding  upon 

the  woman  while  her  husband  lives;  when  he  dies  she  is  free  to 

marry  again.1  "Likewise”,  he  says,  Christians  have  died  to  the 

1  Significantly  or  not  there  is  no  injunction  here  in 
this  late  Pauline  letter  that  it  would  be  preferable 
for  the  widow  not  to  marry. 
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"binding  of  the  Lav/  through  Jesus  Christ,  "so  that  you  may  "belong 
to  another,  to  him  who  has  "been  raised  from  the  dead"*  we  find 


then  in  Paul’s  writings  four  distinct  analogical  references  to 
marriage:  one  develops  the  analogy  of  the  "body,  ’’one  flesh”,  two 
speak  of  the  imagery  of  the  "bride  and  "bridegroom  and  one  draws 
attention  to  and  comparison  "between  marriage  law  and  the  Law, 

St,  John  of  Revelation  also  sees  the  final  eschston  in  terms 
of  marriage. 

Let  us  "be  glad  and  rejoice,  and  give  honour  to  him:  for  the 
marriage  of  the  Latah  is  come,  and  his  wife  has  made  herself 
ready.  And  to  her  was  granted  that  she  he  arrayed  in  fine 
linen,  clean  and  white:  for  the  fine  linen  is  the  righteousness 
of  saints.  And  he  saith  unto  me.  Write,  Blessed  are  they  which 
are  called  unto  the  marriage  supper  of  the  Lamb.  Rev.  19:7-9^ 

In  "both  Paul  and  John  the  unity  of  Christ  and  his  congregation  is 

unfolded  for  us  in  the  mystery  which  is  illustrated  in  the 

togetherness  of  husband  and  wife  in  marriage.  In  marriage,  man 

and  woman  who  are  made  ”one  flesh”  yet  who  remain  ever  man  and 

woman  in  the  relation,  are  the  creaturely  archetypal  community  of 

Christ  and  his  Church.  Jesus  Christ  and  his  Church  are  one  yet 

the  difference  is  retained;  there  is  no  mystical  oblivion  in  a 

divine  oneness.  Woman  in  her  subordination  is  the  image  of  the 

faithful  and  obedient  congregation  to  Jesus  Christ;  in  this  she 

has  a  certain  primacy  which  can  never  be  man’ s. 


Elsewhere  in  the  lew  Testament  marriage  is  spoken  of  only 
briefly;  Peter2  writes  that  wives  should  be  subject  and  that  if 


-  3ee  also  Rev.  21:2  and  9;  22:17 
2  I  Peter  5:1 
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their  husbands  are  un sympathetic  they  ought  to  persuade  them  by 
their  conversation.  In  Hebrews  it  is  said  that  "marriage  is 
honourable  in  all,  and  the  bed  is  undefiled"  Hebrews  13:4.  The 
recommendation,  whether  from  Paul  or  not,  in  I  Timothy  and  Titus 
that  bishops  and  deacons  should  be  the  husband  of  one  wife  seems  in 
its  own  first  century  context  to  have  clearly  applied  only  to 
marriage  with  one  living  wife,  not  to  second  marriage . ^  In 
I  Timothy  5:14  remarriage  of  widows  is  recommended2,  in  Homans 
7:2ff  Paul  clearly  states  a  widow  is  free  to  marry. 

Is  there  not  s.  negative  case  for  our  thesis  in  the  lew 
Testament?  We  have  now  examined  the  teaching  and  reference  of  the 
Hew  Testament  to  marriage  and  must  acknowledge  that  what  we  have  is 
often  fragmented  and  furthermore  that  much  of  the  Mew  Testament  is 
silent  in  respect  to  marriage.  It  is  true  that  Matthew  makes  a 
number  of  references  to  marriage;  John,  who  is  fond  of  analogy  is 
silent  in  the  body  of  his  gospel  s,bout  marriage;  Acts  says  nothing, 

I  Timothy  3:2  and  12,  Titus  1:6 

2  Hr.  Otto  Piper  objects  to  second  marriage  saying  that,  "it 
would  contradict  the  original  model  of  marriage  of  Christ 
with  his  Church".  This  seems  to  press  the  nuptial  imagery 
too  far  and  too  literally.  True,  the  heavenly  Bridegroom 
has  only  one  Bride,  but  the  analogy  can  only  exist  where  there 
is  a. living  husband  or  a  living  wife.  The  analogy  is 
witness  to  a  relationship  of  Christ  with  his  Church;  as  such 
there  is  no  reason  why  a  second  marriage  cannot  likewise  be 
an  analogy  to  the  union  of  Christ  and  his  congregation,  Jesus T 
own  teaching  upon  marriage  in  heaven  clearly  suggests  that  the 
marriage  relation  ends  at  daath  of  one  member.  Piper  also 
believes  that  second  marriage  denies  "the  exclusive  character 
of  the  secret  of  sex".  But  the  knowing  received  through 
sexual  intercourse  is  not  a  gift  of  the  initial  act,  but 
rather  of  the  continuance  and  repetition  of  sexual  knowledge 
disclosed  within  a  valid  henosis. 

See,  Piper,  The  Christian  Interpretation  of  Sex,  p.83  &  162 
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Paul,  who  says  the  most  and  who  also  is  fond  of  illustration, 
only  once  develops  in  any  extensive  manner  the  analogy  of  Christ 
and  the  Church  as  husband  and  wife,  Ephesians  5:21f.  Only  once 
in  the  entire  New  Testament  is  the  word  f,e spoused”  used.  I  Cor. 11:2 
Certainly  there  is  no  movement  in  the  New  Testament  to  make  the 
analogy  of  bride  and  bridegroom,  or  husband  and  wife,  the  singular 
mode  of  proclamation  of  the  gospel;  it  is  even  less  present  here 
than  in  some  of  the  prophets  of  the  Old  Testament.  On  the  other 
hand  there  is  a  substantial  amount  of  teaching  end  number  of 
references  present.  Possibly  Paul  fails  elsewhere  to  introduce 
his  Ephesian  analogy  and  to  develop  a  New  Testament  parallel  to  the 
Old  Testament  analogy  of  YW&lft  and  His  bride,  Israel,  because  Paul’s 
main  Old  Testament  references  centre  in  the  Psalms  and  Isaiah,  which 
are  themselves  mostly  silent  on  the  marriage  imagery. 

Marriage  in  the  New  Testament  certainly  is  stated  in  profound 
terras.  It  is  not  necessary  to  our  thesis  to  prove  that  it  is  a 
cardinal  doctrine  in  the  way  that  It  is  necessary  for  a  believer  in 
the  fundamental  nature  of  class  struggle  to  prove  that  the  latter  is 
the  key  note  to  understanding  the  gospel.  Nor  is  it  necessary  that 
our  thesis  be  supported  by  a  large  number  of  references;  after  all 
a  number  of  beliefs  of  the  Church  do  not  come  heavily  documented 
from  the  New  Testament.  Nevertheless  we  do  find  in  the  New  Testament 
a  sufficient  body  of  material,  which  is  notably  rooted  in  the  Old 
Testament  understanding  of  sex  and  marriage  and  which  is  sufficiently 
consistent  in  itself  that  we  are  able  to  speak  of  a  lfDoctrine  of 
Marriage ” . 
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EROS  AND  AGAPE 


This  chapter  on  Eros  and  Agape  does  not  rely  solely  upon  the 
biblical  sources.  Rather,  we  shall  try  to  bring  here  into  the 
context  of  our  thought  on  love  and  marriage  the  work  of  several  modern, 
scholars.  We  shall  attempt,  thus,  to  make  as  explicit  as  possible  the 
implications  of  eros  and  agape  for  modern  marriage  and  society. 

The  classic  work  on  love  in  our  day  has  come  from  Sweden  in  the 

work  of  Anders  Nygren,  nAgape  and  Erosn.  Nygren  surveys  the  classical 

Greek  concept  of  eros  as  well  as  the  biblical  concept  of  love, 

particularly  love  as  found  in  the  New  Testament  under  the  technical 

term  agape.  Dennis  De  Rougement,  a  French  scholar,  has  made  an  excellent 

contribution  to  the  study  of  love  in  his  'Passion  and  Society1.  For  his 

purposes  he  divides  eros  into  two  aspects  to  which  he  gives  the 

technical  names  animus  and  anima-.  Soren  KeArkegaard  is  the  other 

great  writer  to  whom  we  must  turn.  Perhaps  no  other  man  has  written 

more  simply  or  more  beautifully  of  love  than  this  Danish  theologian, 

yet  he  is. one  who  returns  us  to  the  Bible  with  such  penetrating 

insights  that  we  must  say  with  him,  "Either/Or" .- 

We  are  not  concerned  here  to  enter  into  an  extensive  analysis  of 

agape  and  eros,  but  a  thesis  on  marriage  would  be  incomplete  which  did 

not  speak  to  the  confusion  about  and  the  inflation  of  the  word  "love”. 

The  English  language  has  a  definite  limitation  in  regard  to  its 

articulation  of  the  content  of  this  phenomenon  of  experience.  The 

confusion  is  further  heightened  when  we  find  such  contrasting  statements 

in  regard  to  love  as  Berdyeav’s  Hlove  is  the  ontological  basis  of  the 

marriage  unionn2  and  Brunner’s  declaration,  :fwhere  marriage  is  based 

The  title  of  one  of  Ksirkegaard1  s  books  which  emphasize  the 
dialectical  nature  of  Man’s  life  and  the  need  for  choice  and  decision. 

2  Berdyeav,  The  Destiny  of  Man,  p.302 
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on  love  all  is  lost  from  the  outset'.1  It  is  only/a  clarification  of 
the  content  of  3erdyaevfs  and  Brunner's  love”  that  we  can  reconcile  the 
two  statements  and  find  both  to  be  right!  Again  and  again  it  has 
been  necessary  to  return  to  the  Greek  words,  agape  and  eros,  to  clarify 
our  thinking  knd  to  be  able  to  describe  our  experience. 

It  is  in  the  relation  of  man  and  woman  that  eros  and  agape  appear 
frequently  in  sharp  focus,  but  no  less  are  they  concerned  in  our 
understanding  of  Man,  Society  and  the  Divine  Imperative.  Paul's  letter 
to  The  Romans  is  basically  a  wrestling  with  agape  and  eros  and  we  shall 
return  to  this  later. 

Nygren^  declares  that  the  Christian  motif  of  agape  entered  a  world 
all  ready  permeated  by  the  Platonic  motif  of  eros.  Despite  the  fact 
that  the  two  themes  have  no  common  derivation  they  have  become  so 
interwoven  as  to  appear  almost  inseparable.  This  might  lead  us  to 
conclude  that  eros  and  agape  are  parallel  terms.  This  must  be  utterly 
denied.  These  two  dominating  ideas  are  not  parallel  but  counter  to 
each  other  and  only  when  eros  supplants  agape  does  the  contradiction 
appear  irrelevant  to  Christianity. 

The  eros  motif  has  its  roots  in  the  mystery  religions  and  it  is 
given  its  classic  form  by  Plato.  Plato's  view  is  found  in  the  myth 
of  Zagreus.  The  myth  tells  how  Zeus  had  resolved  to  give  his  son 
Zagreus  dominion  over  the  world,  but  while  Zagreus  was  still  a  child 
the  Titans  succeeded  in  seizing  him,  and  killed  and  devoured  him. 

But  Zeus  smote  the  Titans  with  his  thunderbolt  and  destroyed  -them  and 
out  of  the  Titans'  ashes  he  then  formed  the  race  of  men. 3  It  is  the 

^  B runne r ,  The  Divine  Imperative,  p . 3  W- 

2  Nygren,  Agape  and  Eros, 

3  ibid.,  p.163 


latter  part  of  the  myth  which  is  of  particular  interest  to  us.  It 
contains  the  explanation  of  Man’s  double  nature;  his  kinship  with  the 
Divine  and  his  enmity  with  the  Divine.  Man  has  in  him  a  divine  spark 
•.That  is  necessary  is  that  he  be  freed  from  his  sensual  prison  by  way 
of  purification  so  there  may  be  a  reunion  of  the  soul  with  the  Divine 
Here  Plato's  philosophy  and  soteriology  are  all  the  samel  ■That  we 
have  here  is  a  doctrine  of  eros  which  is  fundamentally  a  doctrine  of 
salvation.  Plato's  figures  before  the  cave  must  glimpse  the  Idea  in 
the  things,  Seized  then  by  eros,  they  must  turn  to  the  bright  light 
of  the  world  of  Ideas- -Reality- -f rom  the  sensual  world  of  shadows. 

It  is  false  to  portray  eros  and  agape  set  against  each  other; 
the  one  as  having  to  do  with  the  sensual  and  the  other  with  the 
spiritual.  Plato  himself  makes  this  distinction  in  eros,  speaking 
of  "heavenly  eros  "  which  is  spiritual  heavenly  love  and  "earthly 
eros"  which  is  sensual,  material  and  draws  the  soul  downward.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  "heavenly  eros"  is  regarded  as  primary.  Agape  is 
not  the  equivalent  of  Plato’s  "heavenly  eros”  nor  can  "heavenly  eros" 
lead  to  agape.  There  is  no  question  of  degree  here,  but  rather  one 
of  kind. 

Plato’s  concept  of  "heavenly  eros"  has  three  characteristics. 

It  is  an  acquisitive  love.  It. Is  Man’s  way  to  the  Divine  and  it  is 
egocentric  love.  Pros  as  acquisitive  love  is  the  will-to-possess. 

Its  desire,  striving  and  longing  arises  in  a  sense  of  need  of  what  it 
lacks  and  what  it  senses  to  be  valuable.  The  gods  cannot  love  for 
they  lack  nothing  and  have  all  that  is  valuable.  Eros  is  Man’s  way 
of  mounting  up  to  the  Absolute,  flight  from  the  sense  world,  and 
the  gaining  of  the  world,  of  Ideas.  Beauty,  truth  and  so  on  are  seen 


in  the  particular  as  representing  the  universal  Beauty,  the  absolute 
Ideal  with  which  Man  becomes  one.  This  eros  is  ego-centric.  All  tha' 


matters  is  the  soul  aflame  with  eros,  a  real  force  which  drives  the  soul 
upward  to  the  Ideal  world.  The  aim  of  Plato’s  ’‘heavenly  love”  is  to  gain 
the  good,  to  secure  happiness  and  to  possess  it  permanently,  that  is^to 
have  immortality. 

This  classical  Platonic  concept  of  eros,  which  is  the  eros  Nygren 
is  concerned  with,  is  but  one  aspect  of  eros.  This  aspect  may  be 
termed  the  masculine  side  of  eros,  animus.  Eros  as  animus  is  the 
attempt  to  grasp  what  is  eternal,  steadfast,  real  and  valid  in  a 
transient  and  passing  life.  It  is  my  striving  and  desire  to  elevate  my 
life  above  my  finite  and  limited  creaturely  existence. 3 

Eros  as  animus  is  the  eros  of  intellectual  desire,  the  possession 
of  wisdom  and  knowledge  which  can  never  be  taken  from  one.  ¥e  may  see 
its  expression  in  Man’s  faith  in  the  scientific  method  which  purports 
to  give  Man  that  which  is  reliable  on  all  occasions.  Animus  desires 
to  possess,  to  dominate,  to  use.  It  demands  absolute  possession  and 


Socrates’  conversation  with  Diotima  in  the  Symposium  (204  f.) 
is  instructive  on  the  point:  ’’Tell  me,  °ocrates,  what  does  he 
desire  who  loves  the  good?  -  He  desires  to  possess  it,  said  I,  - 
And  what  does  he  gain  who  possesses  the  good.  -  That  is  easier 
to  answer,  I  replied,  he  gains  happiness  -  Yes,  she  said,  it  is 
by  acquisition  of  good  things  that  the  happy  are  made  happy. 

And  now  there  is  no  need  to  go  on  to  ask  what  a  man  desires  who 
is  happy;  for  we  have  already  reached  finality.  -  You  are  right, 

I  replied.  -  Do  you  now  think  that  this  desire  and  this  love  is 
common  to  all  men,  and  that  all  wish  to  have  the  good  always  in 
their  possession,  or  what  do  you  think?  -  Indeed,  said  I,  I  think 
the  desire  is  common  to  all  men.” 

'Finality  is  thus  reached  only  when  love  is  referred  back 
to  the  egocentric  quest  for  happiness  that  is  common  to  all  men,:' 

2 

See  Denis  De  Eougement  Passion  and  Society 

3  This  may  be  seen  clearly  in  Heat’s  words 
A  thing  of  beauty  is  a  joy  for  ever... 

And  never,  never  will  pass  into  nothingness. 
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absolute  reality.  In  marriage  it  says,  ”1  want  thee  for  myself 
to  satisfy  me”  and  this  does  not  necessarily  mean  in  the  sensual 
sense  at  all. 

The  second  aspect  of  eros  which  De  Rougement  points  out  is  its 
feminine  side,  eros  as  anima.  Anima  is  that  in  us  which  ever  seeks 
to  immolate  itself,  to  plunge  the  self  into  some  object  or  passion 
and  wholly  sacrifice  the  self;  the  movement  toward  self  sacrifice. 
It  is  the  urge  within  myself  to  plunge  into  the  oblivion  of  the  ”It 
In  the  writings  of  D.H.  Lawrence1  we  find  illustration  of  this 
theme.  The  self  in  the  sex  act  plunges  into  the  warm,  creative, 
fertile  act  of  nature,  Man  loses  himself  in  the  dark  god  in  union 
with  the  creative  act  of  nature.  Losing  the  self  he  becomes  one 
with  the  whole  life-force  of  natiire.  Passion  is  for  Lawrence 
that  moment  when  I  am  absorbed  into  the  great  god,  creative  nature* 
There  is  here  a  kind  of  love  mysticism  and  it  finds  expression 
not  just  in  the  sexual  self  oblivion  act  but  in  a  thousand  ways. 

We  find  It  in  the  app_ea,l  of  Marxian  historical  materialism, 
in  varying  forms  of  nationalism,  in  any  number  of  great  causes  all 
of  which  prpmise  oneness  with  the  infinite  meaning  of  life  through 
oblivion. 

1  This  flight  of  the  self  into  the  other  and  escape  into 
oblivion  are  recurring  themes  in  Lawrence* s  analysis  of 
sex.  One  instance  can  be  seen  in  his  ”Sons  and  Lovers”. 

”To  know  their  own  nothingness  to  know  the  tremendous 
living  flood  which  carried  them  always,  gave  them  rest 
within  themselves.  If  so  great  a  magnificent  power  could 
overwhelm  them,  identify  them  altogether  with  itself,  so 
that  they  were  only  grains  in  the  tremendous  heave  that 
lifted  every  blade  of  grass  its  little  height  and  .  living 
thing,  then  why  fret  themselves?  They  could  let  themselves 
be  carried  by  life  and  they  felt  a  sort  of  peace  in  each 
other,  p.436 

Sometimes  Lavfrence  identifies  the  sex  impulse  with 
the  longing  for  death. 
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The  classic  literary  example  of  eros  as  anima  is  the  tale 
of  Tristan  and  Iseult.  Tristan  is  sent  "by  the  king  of  Kent  to 
fetch  Iseult  from  Ireland  to  be  his  queen.  Accidently,  on  the 
homeward  voyage  from  Ireland,  Tristan  and  Iseult  drink  a  love 
potent  which  was  intended  for  the  king  and  fair  iseult  on  the 
night  of  their  marriage.  Now,  although  Iseult  marries  the  king, 
she  and  Tristan  are  torn  by  passion  for  one  another.  They  flout 
the  court  of  the  king,  Tristan  goes  away  but  returns,  finally 
they  flee  to  the  forest.  Yet  the  love  of  Tristan  and  Iseult  is 
not  their  love.  They  are  victims  of  it,  of  the  love  potent. 

Fate  has  struck  them.  They  are  consumed  by  t&eir  desire  for  each 
other.  The  contemporaneousness  of  this  tale  is  startling.  Are  we 
not  told  today  that  romantic  passion  is  the  accident  of  sex? 

Man  and  womanare  consumed  by  their  desire  for  one  another  by 
what  me  might  call  sex  determinism.  The  love  of  man  and  woman 
is  not  their  love;  they  are  victims  of  it,  victims  of  sex. 

Fate  has  struck  man  and  woman.  They  are  consumed  by  their  passion 
for  each  other  and  cannot  live  apart  though  it  means  flouting  all 
social  norms. 

Bros  as  anima  can  again  be  seen  as  the  death  instinct,  the 
desire  for  oblivion,  the  removal  of  the  burden  of  self-consciousness. 
This  wish  to  e scene  from  the  burden  of  self-conscious  being  appears 
in  many  forms;  the  sex  act  of  Lawrence,  the  submersion  of  the 
individuality  into  the  corporate  state ^  the  good  cause  even  for 
humanity,  the  desire  for  speed  which  seems  to  be  based  upon  the 
supposition  that  sheer  speed  and  activity  will  somehow  ease  the 
tension  of  self-existence.  But  eros,  as  anima,  is  ever  marked  by 
tragedy  for  I  remain  ever  myself,  I  cannot  escape  from  the  burden 
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of  self-consciousness.  I  am  ever  myself  and  you  remain  ever 
yourself.  I  can  "be  no  other  than  myself  and  here  is  the  tragedy 
of  romantic  anima  for  man-woman  and  culture.  Never  can  the  self 
he  wholly  sacrificed  to  the  It,  to  the  beloved;  so  I  seek  another 
beloved  and  another  beloved,  another  cause  after  another  cause. 
Oppressed  by  the  burden  of  self-consciousness  I  desire  extinction, 

I  make  the  death  wish;  there  is  no  note  of  conversion  nor 
conservation  but  only  oblivion. 

Paul  in  Homans  1:22  ff  clearly  sets  forth  the  life  of  Man  and 
culture  in  the  thrall  of  eros  as  anima.  f,G-od  gave  them  up  to” 
idolatory,  sensuousness  and  anti-social  behaviour.  Here  Paul*s 
words  are  modern  in  their  witness  to  the  new  gospel  of  glamorous 
sexuality  which  advertizes  itself  with  the  sale  of  stockings,  cars, 
typewriters  and  so  on.  But  let  us  not  judge  too  hastily.  Where 
the  preaching  of  the  Church  has  become  concerned  with  morality 
which  is  basically  negative,  and  where  Christianity  has  become  a 
spiritual  thing  bearing  little  or  no  relation  to  the  world,  we  are 
challenged  in  a  very  concrete  way. 

Heligiously  speaking,  we  often  find  ero3,  as  anima  or  as 
animus,  the  criterion  of  religious  experience.  In  worship  men 
often  seek  oblivion;  some  escape  from  the  burden  of  self-conscious¬ 
ness,  or  again  they  wish  to  be  assured  of  the  absolute  reality, 

G-od,  whom  they  may  possess.  The  revival  of  religious  interest  in 
North  imerica  today  must  be  seriously  criticized  with  both  these 
in  mind. 

Let  us  make  a  preliminary  judgement  upon  eros  before  we  move  to 
consider  agape.  Hirst,  both  s,nima  and  animus  are  part  of  what  it 
means  to  be  a  creature.  They  are  marks  of  the  creature.  Each  of 
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us  swings  "between  these  poles  of  eros  each  day.  i/e  desire  self 
sacrifice,  to  give  up  all,  and  we  desire  to  possess  the  eternal 
and  abiding.  So  in  the  affection  of  man-woman  we  find  these  two 
elements  intermingled.  These,  anima  and  animus,  are  the  creature, 
marks  of  creaturely  existence.  It  is  false  to  condemn  them  and 
set  in  contrast  agape, 

Eros  is  marked  "by  its  egocentricity.  It  is  always  I  giving  or 
getting  whether  it  he  submersion  or  acquisition.  It  is  marked  by 
tragedy.  No  element  which  I  may  discover  is  sufficiently  eternal 
and  steadfast  for  my  use  and  acquisition.  It  is  bound  to  become 
a  tale  of  the  gods  that  failed.  On  the  other  hand,  I  never  can 
immolate  myself  sufficiently  to  remove  the  lingering  residue  of 
self  which  always  remains  and  haunts  me.  We  are  not  sure  that 
even  death  is  certain  oblivion  and  escape  from  the  burden  of  self- 
consciousness.  Perhaps  this  is  the  great  deterent  to  suicide. 

Does  suicide  really  solve  the  problem?  Shall  I  escape  my 
existence  even  this  way?  I  cannot  be  sure. 

Eros  is  caught  in  itself,  is  non  cornmuna.1  and  solitary.  This 
is  the  tragedy  of  Tristan  and  Iseult.  Although  consumed  by 
passion  for  each  other  for  which  they  themselves  cannot  be  held 
responsible,-^  they  cannot  establish  unity  and  oneness  but  are  fated 
to  live  lives  of  solitude  and  lonliness  side  by  side.  The  tragedy 
of  love  as  eros  is  that  in  it  we  are  lonely  and  solitary.  Although 
-great  impulses  of  our  nature  lie  here  in  eros  they  are  always 

^  So  modern  Man  would  explain  his  sexual  behavious.  This  is 
the  assumption  of  the  Kinsey  Beport.  What  Kinsey  fails  to 
recognize  is  that  continued  sexual  experiences  may 
represent  the  tragedy  of  the  situation  just  as  much  as  the 
frequency  of  what  he  would  call  "natural  behaviour f? 
represents  the  "true"  nature  of  man-woman. 
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■bound  to  Me.  Hence  eros  produces  an  endless  restlessness. 

Eros  can  offer  no  inner  peace  or  security,  only  neurosis;  only 
one  &ew  experience  after  the  other  until  new  is  no  longer 
applicable  but  only  continuous  tragedy.  Brunner  is  correct  when 
he  says  that  where  marriage  is  founded  on  love — eros — all  is 
lost  from  the  beginning. 

The  Greek  word  agape^  is  the  closest  word  to  the  Hebrew  chesed; 
that  is,  it  has  the  content  most  similar  to  the  Old  Testament 
terms  for  the  covenantly  love  of  YVfSM.  Chesed  is  commonly 
rendered  in  the  Revised  Standard  Version  as  "steadfast  love". 

It  is  the  content  of  the  covenant  relationship  of  the  Old 
Testament,  a  steady  and  unswerving  devotion  to  a  relationship, 
loyalty  to  a  whole  person.  Historically  for  Israel  it  is  YVfSttJ*  s 
unshakable  faithfulness  to  Israel  whom  he  has  chosen.  In  the 
Hew  Testament  it  is  for  Paul  the  cross. 

Agape,  says  Ifygren,  has  four  characteristics ;  it  is  unmotivated, 
it  is  indifferent  to  value,  it  is  creative  and  is  completely 
sacrificial.  Agape  is  groundless  in  its  object,  its  only  ground 
is  in  God* s  will  and  oath.  It  arises  in  spontaneity  on  God’s 
side  and  seeks  no  justification  for  itself  in  Man.  Agape  makes 
no  conditions.  It  is  indifferent  to  value,  neither  sinfulness  nor 
righteousness  on  the  part  of  Man  interest  it.  "The  rain  falls  on 
the  just  and  the  unjust".  Agape  is  creative.  Rightly  understood, 
creation  itself  is  the  first  manifestation  of  love  as  agape. 
Forgiveness  of  sin  is  not  a  washing  away  of  the  smudge  from  the 
divine,  inalieable  spark — -Man’s  so^ul.  It  is  his  very  life  given. 

^  Agape  The  word  appears  only  twice  in  the  synoptic  gospels. 
Matt.  24:2  and  Luke  11:42.  The  word  becomes  characteristic 
for  Paul  and  reaches  its  full  statement  when  John  says  "God 
is  agape".  Agape  was  not  coined  by  the  Christians  but  came 
to  be  the  technical  word  for  the  central  motif  of  the  gospel. 
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Agape  dares  to  lose  its  life  for  it  knows  all  life  to  lie  God  given* 

Man,  though  he  may  "be  "fallen”,  still  cannot  avoid  the  defines 
of  his  creaturely  existence.  This  creaturely  existence  has  at  least 
three  marks.  We  do  desire  to  sacrifice  the  self,  to  be  self  giving. 
This  is  not  just  in  the  sense  of  eros.  Man  has  a  necessity  to  give 
himself.  Secondly,  Man  is  not  self  sufficient  nor  self  generating. 

He  needs  to  be  fed  in  the  bros.de st  sense,  hence  the  quest  for  the 
meaning  of  existence.  And  lastly,  Man  must  accept  and  receive 
life.  He  is  not  a  self  contained  functioning  unit.  There  is  then 
in  eros  something  which  is  valid  and  true  about  the  nature  of 
creaturehood.  What  must  be  rejected,  however,  is  that  through  his 
own  creatureliness  Man  works  his  salvation. 

Often  we  meet  persons  whose  charity,  selflessness,  generosity 
and  concern  put  us  to  shame;  yet  these  persons,  it  is  not  unusual 
to  find,  make  no  confession  of  the  knowledge  of  agape  at  all.  Is 
then  agape  empty?  Can  Man  live  as  well  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  Gospel  or  perhaps  better  in  his  love  toward  his  fellow  men?  We 
must  acknowledge  our  sin  before  such  persons  but  we  must  also  in 
the  last  analysis  proclaim  that  all  such  love  is  merely  a  human 
attempt  to  bring  order  to  the  universe,  however  noble  and  self 
giving  it  may  be.  Ho  legal  or  ethical  system  c an  face  the  problem 
of  a  dying  and  alienated  world ;  a  world  in  which  Man  grabs  everything 
for  himself  then  swings  to  throw  himself  to  a  god  to  possess  him. 

Agape  is  marked  by  forgiveness  and  reconciliation.  The 
movement  in  which  God  gives  and  seeks  to  restore  the  unity  of 
creation  in  communion  and  community.  The  difference  between 
eros  and  agape  is  the  contrast  between  union  and  communion. 
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It  is  here  that  we  must  criticize  Kygren’ s  concept  of  the  agape 
motif.  ^  Although  agape  comes  from  G-od  as  God' s  salvation  to  Ivian 
still  there  is  in  Nygren’s  concept  a  lack  of  any  sense  of 
mutuality.  There  is  no  sense  of  communal  flow. 

It  is  only  in  regard  to  the  neighbor  that  the  Christian  meaning 
of  love  is  made  clear.  The  concrete  meaning  of  love  is  disclosed  in 
the  Christian  sense  in  the  commandment ,  “Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbor  as  thyself11.  Matt.  22:39.  In  his  “Works  of  Love*1 
Kierkegaard  writes: 


Certainly  no  wrestler  can  get  so  tight  a  clinch  upon  his 
opponent  as  that  which  this  commandment  embraces;  the  selfishness 
which  cannot  stir  from  its  place.  Truly,  when  selfishness  has 
striven  with  this  word  (as  thyself),  which  yet  is  so  easy  to 
understand  that  no  one  should  break  his  head  un  it,  then  it  must 
perceive  that  it  has  been  striving  with  the  stronger  power.  As 
$acob  limped  after  he  had  wrestled  with  God,  so  shall  the 
selfishness  be  broken  which  has  striven  with  this  word,  which 
however,  does  not  wish  to  teach  a  man  that  he  ought  not  to  love 
himself,  but,  on  the  contrary,  simply  wi she s  to  teach  him  the 
proper  kind  of  self  love. . .Christianity  presupposes  that  a  man 
loves  himself,  and  merely  adds  to  this  the  word  about  loving  your 
neighbor  “as  yourself11.  And  yet  there  lies  the  difference  of 
eternity  between  the  first  and  last.^ 


^Bygren  tabulates  his  contrast  of  eros  and  agape 


Eros  is  a  desire  of  good  for  the  self 
Bros  is  man’s  effort  to  ascend. 

Bros  is  man’s  way  to  God. 

Bros  is  man’s  achievement,  the  end¬ 
eavor  of  man  to  achieve  salv©.tion, 

Eros  is  ego-centric,  a  form  of  self 
assertion  of  the  highest,  noblest, 
subliment  kind. 

Eros  seeks  to  gain  its  life,  and 
life  Divine,  immortal. 

Eros  is  a  will  to  have  and  to 
.possess,  resting  on  a  sense  of  need. 

Continued  on  next 


as  follows: 

Agape  is  self-giving. 

Agape  comes  down  from  above. 

Agape  is  God’s  way  to  man. 

Ag :ape.  is  a  free  gift,  a  sal¬ 
vation  which  is  the  work  of 
Divine  love. 

Agape  is  unselfish  love,  w 
which  “seeketh  not  its  own” 
and  freely  spends  itself. 
Agape  lives  by  God’s  life, 
and  therefore  dares  to 
“lose  it**.  Agape  gives  and 
spends  freely,  for  it  rests 
on  God’s  richness  and 
fullness. 

page . . . 
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Kierkegaard,  ',/orks  of  Love,  p.15 
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It  is  only  in  respect  to  the  neighhor  that  man  is  to  love  "as 
thyself".  Love  toward  God  is  an  absolute  obligation,  not  "as 
thyself"  but  "with  all  thiy  heart,  with  all  thy  soul  and  with  all 
thy  mind".  Man  must  love  God  in  unconditional  obedience  and 
adoration,  with  his  whole  being,  but  no  Man  should  love  himself  or 
another  in  this  way.  To  choose  a  beloved,  or  to  find  a  friend  is 
often  difficult  but  to  discover  the  neighbour  is  always  easy;  he  is 
never  the  one  who  is  preferred  above  others  but  the  one  who  is 
nearest,  the  one  who  is  always  at  hand,  the  single  one  beside  you 
and  in  this  all  Men.  This  can  never  be  taken  for  generalized 
good-will  but  it  is  the  concrete  reality  of  the  Christian  under¬ 
standing  of  love,  "as  thyself".  So  Christian  love  is  redeemed  from 
abstraction;  it  is  given  reality  in  the  neighbor. 

Love  needs  reality.  What  is  more  terrible  than  the 
discovery  that  through  a  bodily  appearance  we  have 
been  loving  an  imaginary  being.  It  is  much  more  terrible 
than  death,  for  death  does  not  prevent  the  beloved  from 
having  lived. 1 

It  is  in  this  sense  that  the  doctring  of  the  "priesthood  of  all 
believers"  is  rightly  declared,  not  that  everyman  is  his  own  priest 
but  that  everyman,  the  neighbour,  is  my  priest. 

This  highly  unromantic  commandment  on  loving  the  neighbor  "as 


^  Weil,  3.,  Gravity  and  Grace 
Footnote  1,  Page  94,  cont: 

Eros  is  primarily  human  love,  and 
God  is  the  object  of  Eros. 

Eros,  when  it  is  applied  to  God 
is -a  love  fashioned  after  the 
pattern  of  human  love, 

Eros  is  determined  by  and  depen¬ 
dent  on  the  quality  of  its  object, 
its  beauty  and  value;  hence  it  is 
not  spontaneous,  but  "caused", 
called  forth  by  the  value  of  its 
object.  Eros  recognizes  value  in 
its  object,  and  therefore  loves  it 


p*  57 

Agape  is  primarily  God’s  own  love, 
for  God  is  Agape. 

Agape,  when  it  appears  in  man,  is 
a  love  that  takes  its  form  from 
God’s  own  love. 

Agape  is  sovereign  and  independent 
with  regard  to  its  object,  and 
is  poured  out  on  "the  evil  and 
the  good",  and  bestows  itself 
on  those  who  are  not  worthy  of  it. 
Agape  loves,  and  creates  value 
in  its  object. 


Agape  and  Eros,  p.165 
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thyself"  comes  at  once  to  meet  the  problem  of  egocentricity. 

The  fundamental  falsehood  and  evil  of  egoism  lies  not  in  this 
absolute  self-assertion  and  self-estimation  of  the  subject, 
but  in  the  fact  that,  rating  himself  in  accordance  with  what 
is  due  to  unconditional  signif icance ,  he  unjustly  refuses  to 
others  this  same  significance.  Recognizing  himself  as  a  centre 
of  existence,  which  as  a  matter  of  fact  he  is,  he  relegates 
others  to  the  circumference  of  his  own  being  and  leaves  them  only 
an  external  and  relative  value. 1 

The  commandment  though  it  presupposes  this  self-love  is  ruthless 
in  its  demand  for  acknowledgement  of  the  neighbor.  It  will  not 

accept  the  kind  of  love  which  is  '''extraordinary”,  the  love  for  the 

particular  friend  or  the  love  between  lover  and  beloved* 

The  advantage  of  being  able  to  love  ’only1  the  extraordinary 
is  rather  an  accusation,  not  against  the  extraordinary,  or 
against  love,  but  against  the  love  which  can  love  'only1  the 
extraordinary. 

He  who  does  not  take  care  to  see  that  his  wife  is  his  neighbor 
before  she  is  his  wife,  will  never  come  to  love  his  ^neighbor, 
no  matter  how  many  men  he  loves;  he  has  made  his  wife  an 
exception.  This  exception  he  will  now  either  love  too 
ardently  his  whole  life  through,  or  he  will  at  first  love  her 
too  ardently  and  then  too  coldly.  For  certainly  a  wife  is 
loved  differently  from  the  friend,  and  the  friend  differently 
from  the  neighbor,  but  this  is  not  an  essential  difference, 
for  the  fundamental  likeness  lies  in  the  ’category’.  It  is 
with  ’neighbor' as  with  the  category  'human'.  Every  one  of  us 
is  human,  and  is  thus. again  the  difference  he  especially  is; 
but  the  fact  of  being  ’human’  is  the  category. . .Christianity 
has  nothing  against  the  husband  loving  his  wife  specially, 
but  he  must  never  love  her  so  specially  that  she  is  excluded 
from  being  his  neighbor,  which  every  human  being  is;  for  then 
he  disturbs  the  Christian  category:  then  his  wife  is  not  his 
neighbour,  and  therefore  the  rest  of  men  are  not  his  neighbours. 
If  there  were  a  single  living  man  who  by  his  dissimilarity  was 
excluded  from  being  human,  then  would  the  concept  'human'  be 
confused;  the  exception  is  not  human,  and  neither  are  the  other 
men  human. J 

Romantic  notions  of  love,  or  Platonic  pure  forms  of  union 
and  attachment  must  not  be  allowed  to  confuse  the  Christian 


^  Solovyev,  V.,  The  Meaning  of  Love,  p.23 
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3  Kierkegaard,  ibid.,  p,ll4 
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concept  however  familiar  they  are  to  our  subjective  experience. 

'God  is  agape”  says  St.  John,  which  means  concretely  Jesus 
Christ,  he  who  is  the  neighbour  to  each.  In  him  creation  is 
restored,  there  is  communion  and  community,  the  Church,  in  a 
dynamic  giving  and  receiving.  Marriage  may  be  a  special 
illustration  of  this  life  of  agape  which  we  may  agree  with 
Berdyeav  is  indeed  the  ''ontological  basis  of  marriage”. 
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CONCLUSION 

The  Bible,  even  in  its  first  pages,  speaks  of  marriage,  of 
its  wonderfully  human  character  and  its  profound  mystery  in  Man’s 
existence.  The  New  Testame'nt,  too,  ends  on  a  note  taken  from  the 
human  relation  of  marriage,  "The  Spirit  and  the  Bride  say,  ’Come’ .. .Come, 
Lord  Jesus.  '  Rev. 22:17  The  Bible  is  not  a  book  on  marriage. 

Nevertheless  marriage  is  seen  as  a  gift  in  creation  in  and  through 
which  God  declares  himself.  The  biblical  teaching  on  marriage  may 
be  divided  into  four  areas  for  the  sake  of  clarity  and  convenience; 
the  ontological  nature . of  marriage,  procreation,  marraAge  as  an 
analogy  and  marriage  as  an  institution  in  society. 

The  Ontological  Nature  of  Marriage 

The  ontological  nature  of  marrigge  is  the  fundamental  aspect 
of  the  biblical  doctrine  of  marriage.  Here  is  the  clearest 
biblican  anthropology  about  Man  as  Man.  Man,  male  and  female, 
is  created  in  the  image  of  God.  The,  Hebrew  writers  do  not  project 
human  sexuality  upon  the  Divine  after  the  fashion  of  many  other 
religions  with  their  gods  and  goddesses,  nor  is  Man’s  Fall- -the 
fact  of  evil  in  human  life --attributed  to  any  event  in  which  Man 
becomes  sexual  as  the  Greeks  suggested.  In  contrast,  the  Hebrew 
writers  make  a  clear  declaration  of  belief  about  YNHU,  The 
Almighty  God  makes  Man,  male  and  female,  in  his  own  image.  It  is 
not  that  man-woman  together,  like  complementary  units,  are  the 
image  of  God.  Each  man  and  each  woman  is  in  the  image  of  God  in 
respect  to  his  relation  to  woman  or  her  relation  in  respect  to  man. 

It  is  the  vis-a-vis  of  an  I  who  confronts  the  Thou.  Man  plus 
woman  does  not  equal  God’s  image.  No  ground  can  be  left  here  for 
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a  claim  that  man-woman  together  represent  a  static,  continuous  and 
logically  discernable  likeness  to  God.  He  must  av^oid  any 
suggestion  that  we  have  here  a  parallel  concept  to  the  view  that 
God  is  divine  reason  and  Man  is  self-conscious  reason  and  that  the 
latter  is  the  ground  of  the  image  of  God  in  Man.  Man  in  a  diminidied 
way  thus  has  a  claim  upon  and  a  way  of  approach  to  Ultimate  Reason 
by  virtue  of  his  reason.  No.  Man  is  a  being  in  relation  but  this 
relation  can  never  be  regarded  as  static  or  as  a  possession.  This 
relational  nature  of  Man’s  existence,  his  sexual  polarity,  is  a 
given  fact  of  his  creature hood.  Throughout  the  Old  and  New  Testaments 
this  sexual  polarity  of  Man  is  declared  to  be  intrinsically  good. 

The  good  character  of  marriage  is  emphasized  in  the  Genesis  parables, 
"It  is  not  good  that  man  should  be  alone",  and  after  the  creation 
of  man  and  woman,  "God  saw  that  it  was  good". 

The  sexual  polarity  of  man  or  woman  is  always  in  respect  to  the 
other  sex.  Man  and  woman  are  questioned  by  each  other.  Illusions 
of  sel  sufficiency  as  a  creature  are  categorically  denied  in  Man’s 
sexuality.  It  is  in  the  realm  of  his  sexuality  that  Man  becomes 
most  conscious  of  his  individuality  and  further  it  is  at  this  very 
centre  of  his  personal  existence,  even  though  God  be  denied,  that 
Man  cannot  deny  his  need  of  another  though  the  expression  of  this 
need  may  be  of  the  most  perverted  or  of  the  highest  order.  As  an 
I,  man  or  woman,  is  compelled  to  enter  a  relation  which  of  its 
very  nature  must  be  recognized  as  a  relation  of  an  I  to  a  Thou  or 
to  an  It. 

The  relation  of  man  and  woman  can  never  be  regarded  as  just  a 
sexual  problem,  a  problem  which  only  involves  certain  mutual 
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functions  of  the  male  add  female.  Clearly  'one  flesh'  Gen. 2: 2k  and 
'one  body'  I  Cor.  6:l6  and  Eph.  5*31  do  not  have  reference  to  just 
a  physical  union.  Unlike  the  animals  Adam  and  Eve,  in  the  Genesis 
parables,  are  clearly  said  to  belong  to  each  other.  Paul  reiterate 
this  again  on  the  necessity  of  man  and  woman  fulfilling  their 
marriage  obligations.  I  Cor.  7*3ff. 

The  unitive  act  is  sexual  intercourse- -becoming  'one  flesh'. 
This  sexual  union  arises  through  decision  as  the  I  addresses  the 
Thou  and  is  addressed.  In  the  choosing  of  man  and  woman  for  each 
other  they  imitate,  and  exhibit  the  incomparable  history  of  God's 
election  and  covenant  with  his  people.  Here  as  man  and  woman 
choose  and  know  the  incomprehensible  fact  of  being  chosen,  God's 
election  and  grace  are  made  clear.  The  choosing  is  and  should  be 
one  of  love,  that  is  where  the  I  becomes  responsible  for  the  Thou, 
or  nthe  free  decision  of  a  man  and  woman,  in  which  they  may  know 
each  other,  give  themselves  to  each  other,  and  desire  each  othern,^ 
This  act  of  becoming  'one  flesh'  is  either  a  valid  enactment 
or  a  parody  of  man-woman's  relational  existence  in  the  image  of 
God.  I  Cor. 6: 11  It  is  the  covenant  between  man  and  woman,  a 
covenant  which  affects  not  just  the  superficial  nature  of  Man  but 
his  whole  being.  It  is  thus  a  covenant  of  knowledge--a  disclosure 
to  the  self  through  the  other.  Just  as  in  the  history  of  the 
Hebrews  and  the  Church,  in  the  realization  of  this  knowledge  there 
is  a  movement  toward  exclusiveness,  a  movement  toward  monogamy I 
The  election  of  Israel  as  a  particular  people  of  God  has  always 
been  something  of  a  scandal,  the  assertions  of  the  Church  about 

1  Karl  Barth,  op.cit.,  Vol.  Ill,  4,  p.244 
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Jesus  Christ  have  also  been  a  scandal  that  in  this  one  man  God 
is  present;  so  in  marriage,  there  is  a  scandal  of  the  exclusive 
election  of  man  and  woman  for  each  other,  monogamy.  Paul  comes 
close  to  this  question  when  he  declares  in  Homans  that  the  root 
of  sexual  disorders  is  idolatory.  There  is  a  close  correspondence 
between  monogam?/  and  monotheism  in  a  very  practical  sense.  Clearly 
polygamy  is  not  unfamiliar  to  the  Old  Testament,  however,  monogamy 
is  not  only  the  prophetic  ideal  but  grows  in  practice.  The  joyous 
note  in  the  words  of  Adam  on  receiving  Eve,  Gen. 2: 23,  is  the  key 
note  of  marriage  in  the  Old  and  Hew  ^estaments.  Increasingly 
monogamy  is  seen  not  as  an  external  or  social  demand,  but  as  a 
gift,  a  go spell 

In  becoming  'one  flesh'  man  and  woman  remain  'man* and  'woman*. 
In  sexual  union  man  or  woman  is  called  to  be  wholly  what  he  or 
she  is.  Their  difference  is  maintained.  Marriage  is  not  an 
oblivion  into  oneness,  or  a  merger  into  a  higher  nondescript 
being.  Man  remains  the  creature  he  or  she  is.  Sexual  union  is 
nowhere  in  the  Bible  regarded  as  a  mystical  union  which  transcends 
time;  Jesus  teaching  on  the  breaking  of  the  marriage  image  at  death 
is  clear  in  Matt.22:23ff .  Where  marriage  becomes  an  idol  death 
always  recalls  it  to  its  true  purpose.  Marriage  is  a  community 
of  relation,  a  witness,  which  we  may  even  venture  to  say,  speaks 
of  the  Trinity.  This  'mystery*  of  the  Trinity  perhaps  may  be 
glimpsed  here;  man  and  woman  become  'one'  yet  remain  an  I  and 
Thou  in  relation;  God  is  ’"One”  yet  is,  we  believe.  Father,  Son 
and  Holy  Spirit. 

Man  and  woman  are  under  God’s  command  to  be  for  each  other, 
by  this  command  each  is  put  in  his  or  her  place  as  man  or  woman. 
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Where  the  command  is  ignored  the  sickness  of  homosexuality  all 
too  readily  arises*  It  is  on  this  basis  that  the  Bible  speaks 
so  vigorously  against  sexual  practices  of  this  order  for  in  such 
God  is  ignored  and  one’s  fellow  men  rejected.  However,  God’s 
command  is  not  absolute  in  the  sense  of  marriage,  it  directs  man 
to  woman  and  woman  to  man,  and  commands  that  man  and  woman  see 
themselves  in  respect  to  the  other.  It  is  the  refusal  to 
acknowledge  the  sexual  differentiation  that  is  a  sin  and  to  know 
oneself  questioned  by  it.  There  is  thus  in  the  Bible  always  a 
place  for  the  divine  vocation  of  celibacy  as  in  Jeremiah  or 
Paul’s  advice  under  the  expectation  of  an  immediate  es chat on. 

The  Procreative^  Aspect  of  Marriage 

The  procreative  aspect  of  marriage  is  given  a  high  place  in 
the  Old  Testament;  a  marriage  which  is  childless  is  frequently 
regarded  in  much  of  the  Old  Testament  as  no  marriage  at  all.  It 
is  in  the  Old  Testament’s  desire  to  preserve  the  name  of  the  father, 
the  man,  the  family  and  the  nation  that  the  practices  of  levirate 
marriage,  polygamy  and  divorce  for  barreness  found  their  chief 
basis.  This  was  further  strengthened  by  the  view  that  woman 
was  the  property  of  the  man  and  property  should  be  profitable,  that 
is,  build  up  the  head  of  the  household’s  name. 

There  appear  to  be  two  emphases  in  the  Old  Testament  on  the 
procreative  aspect  of  marriage.  The  first,  which  we  have  already 
indicated,  sees  the  child  as  the  objective  criterion  of  the 
marriage,  as  its  success  or  failure.  The  objective  of  the  marriage 
here  is  the  child  and  all  the  social  implications  of  insuring  the 
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continuance  of  the  nation.  We  might  call  this  a  cultic  or 
institutional  emphasis  on  marriage.  On  the  other  hand  there  is 
the  tendency  to  see  the  birth  of  children  as  the  promise  of  God 
to  the  marriage.  The  Psalmist  says,  "Children  are  an  heritage 
of  the  Lord".-*-  Clearly  the  birth  of  Isaac  to  Abraham  and  Sara 
is  the  fulfillment  of  God’s  promise  to  the  aged  pair  who  have 
remained  together  through  the  years.  It  is  not  marriage,  which 
is  justified  but  faith,  faith  justified  in  a  concrete  manner. 

The  commandment  of  Genesis  spoken  to  all  mankind  and  addressed  on 
several  occasions  to  the  patriarchs,  "Be  fruitful  and  multiply", - 
must  ultimately  be  seen  not  as  a  commandment  which  fulfilled 
establishes  the  marriage  but  as  a  promise  to  that  which  already 
is  in  fact. 

The  canonical  prophets  depart  from  the  institutional  emphasis 
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indirectly  by  way  of  their  analogy  of  YH33B  and  the  nation  Israel. 
They  see  the  ontological  nature  of  the  marriage  not  based 
objectively  in  the  child  but  in  the  relational  existence  between 
and  Israel.  Cultic  ritual  and  its  fulfillment  are  never 
accepted  by  the  prophets  as  signifying  or  establishing  a 
satisfactory  covenantal  relationship.  The  Song  of  Songs  makes  no 
mention  of  the  place  nornecessity  for  procreation  in  its  love  story. 
Love  in  the  Sopg  is  not  concomittant  upon  the  birth  of  any 
children  in  the  future. 

The  procreative  aspect  of  marriage  receives  no  mention  in 
1  Psalm  127:3  and  Psalm  128:3 

^  Gen.  1:28  spoken  to  Mankind,  9*1  to  Noah  and  35*11  ^ °  Jacob 
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the  New  Testament  at  all,  probably  this  is  again  due  in  some  part 
to  the  highly  eschatological  nature  of  the  early  Church’s  thought. 
Nevertheless,  where  marriage  is  dealt  with,  reference  to  the 
procreative  function  is  singularly  lacking.  The  family  is  not 
placed  above  marriage  in  the  New  Testament  although  there  is  this 
tendency  .in  the  Old  Testament.  Marriage  is  life  companionship, 

Gen. 1:28,  children  are  co-ordinated  with  it  and  received  with  great 
joy  and  thanksgiving. 

He  cannot  say  that  the  relational  existence  between  man-woman 
in  the  Old  Testament  can  be  thought  of  as  dependent  upon  love  in 
any  modern  romantic  sense.  ¥e  are  not  told  that  Abraham  married 
Sara  on  the  basis  of  an  ardent  love,  in  fact  this  seems  quite 
unlikely  in  view  of  his  behaviour  toward  her  in  Egypt.  Isaac 
married  Rebecca  by  his  father’s  design.  Jacob  loved  Rachel,  but 
this  love  turned  out  to  be  unnecessary  for  the  birth  of  the  Messiah . 
It  was  Jacob  -  Judah,  son  of  the.  unloved  wife  Leah  in  whom  was 
maintained  the  line  of  David,  Nor  is  it  for  love  that  Judah 
marries  his  daughter-in-law  Tamar,  nor  that  Rahab  received  the 
Jewish  spies,  nor  for  love  that  Boaz  marries  Ruth  and  Solomon  is 
born  of  the  caprice  of  an  aging  sovereign  and  so  on.  What  must  be 
said  here  is  that  in  the  geneology  attributed  to  the  Messiah 
the  institutional  aspect  has  some  bearing,  but  that  in  other 
instances  the  accounts  are  simply  a  parody  of  either  institutional 
concepts  or  of  the  serious  love  of  a  man  and  woman.  What  can  be 
said  however  is  that  The  Child  In  and  through  these  successive 
generations  is  the  objective  historic  fact  through  which  God’s 
design  is  carried  forward  but  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  child  in 
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these  separate  instances  validates  the  marriage,  or  for  that 
matter,  the  sexual  intercourse  however  casual. 

Emil  Brunner1  maintains  that  the  objective  sense  of  marriage 
is  the  child  and  that  this  is  the  only  reason  for  sexual 
differentiation.  He  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  an  unintentional 
childless  marriage  is  not  a  ’normal,  full  marriage’.  This  indeed 
appears  to  be  a  rigorous  Old  Testament  judgement.  Although  the 
Hebrew  made  no  attempt  to  justify  sexual  intercourse  on  the  basis 
of  the  necessity  of  procreation  or  the  possibility  of  it,  the 
suggestion  has  not  been  entirely  foreign  to  some  Christian 
interpretations!  Certainly  it  is  clear  that  the  child  is  the 
accident,  so  to  speak,  of  sexual’  relations,  though  happily  received, 
where  the  levi rate  -practice  and  similar  exigencies  are  no  longer 
practiced. 


In  the  Old  Testament  there  is  always  the  necessity,  an  almost 
absolute  requirement,  for  children  to  be  born  to  bear  forth  the 

o  _ 

elect  nation  and  in  later  times  to  bring  forth  the  Messiah.  In 
the  New  Testament  the  Messiah,  the  Child,  the  historic  fact,  has 
been  Born.  No  longer  in  the  New  Testament  is  there  the  same  demand 


1  Brunner,  Justice  and  The  Social  Order,  p.ll-5 

^  The  Jewish  hope  and  necessity  for  the  birth  of  children  is 
poignantly  expressed  in  our  own  times  by  a  story  which  comes 
from  a  witness  at  the  Nuremburg  War  Crime  Trials.  The  witness 
while  hiding  In  the  graveyard  at  Wilna,  Poland  wrote  poetry 
and  one  of  the  poems  was  a  description  of  a  birth.  !;In  a  grave 
nearby  a  young  woman  gave  birth  to  a  boy.  The  eighty-year -old 
gravedigger,  wrapped  in  a  linen  shroud,  assisted.  When  the 
newborn  child  uttered  his  first  cry,  the  old  man  prayed: 

"Great  God,  hast  Thou  finally  sent  the  Messiah  to  us?  For  who 
else  than  the  Messiah  Himself  can  be  born  in  a  grave?”  But 
after  three  days  the  poet  saw  the  child  sucking  his  mother’s 
tears  because  she  had  no  milk  for  him.*"  The  story  is  recounted 
in  Paul  Tillich’s,  The  Shaking  of  the  Foundations,  p.lo5 
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for  children  for  the  Child  has  been  born  for  the  nation.  This 
would  seem  to  be  part  of  the  explanation  for  the  absence  of  reference 
to  procreation  in  matfciage  in  the  New  Testament.  Childless  parents, 
who  through  no  willfullness  on  their  part  have  no  child,  may  know 
that  the  Child  has  been  born  for  them.  A  marriage  without  children 
thus  does  maintain  its  prophetic  and  authentic  nature. 

Marriage  an  an  Analogy 

The  Bible  gives  a  high  place  to  marriage  through  the  way  in 
which  the  relation  of  God  and  his  people  is  frequently  compared  to 
the  relation  of  man  and  woman  in  marriage.  The  prophets  speak  of 
marriage  as  the  analogy  of  YI'JHvJ  and  his  people  Israel,  John  the 
Baptist  and  Jesus  describe  the  coming  and  the  presence  of  the 
Kingdom  in  terms  of  marriage,  Paul  sees  in  marriage  a  witness  to 
the  relation  of  Christ  and  the  Church,  the  Revelation  to  John 
describes  the  final  eschaton  as  an  analogy  of  the  Bride  awaiting 
the  Bridegroom. 

The  prophets  reject  the  sensual  imagery  of  Baal  worship^  t"ne 
practice  in  which  through  intercourse  as  a  religious  rite  the  gods 
were  to  be  stimulated  on  behalf  of  Men.  The  prophets  do  make  clear 
claim,  however,  to  the  ontological  nature  of  sex  and  marriage  and 
this  forms  the  basis  of  their  analogy.  Man-woman  are  seen  by  the 
prophets  as  covenanted  together  in  a  relational  unity  which  is  an 
analogy  of  YWH¥  and  his  people,  but  the  true  nature  of  this  covenant 
is  disclosed  by  God  himself.  It  is  God  who  discloses  the  nature  of 
love  as  steadfast  and  unswerving  devotion  to  a  whole  person  or 
people.  It  is  God's  marriage  with  Israel  which  is  the  primary  and 
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ideal  covenantal  relation,  not  human  marriage.  It  is  God  who 
declares  and  makes  known  what  repentance  and  forgiveness  really 
are  but  it  is  in  the  relation  of  man  and  woman  that  these  are 
graphically  spoken. 

This  biblical  analogy  recognizes  the  pertinence  of  terms  taken 
from  the  relation  of  man  and  woman.  These  terms  from  sexual  relation 
whether  it  be  a  valid  relation  or  a  mockery  of  marriage-virgin, 
betrothed,  troth,  marry,  bride,  bridegroom,  husband,  adultery, 
adulteress,  harlot,  divorce--are  clear,  direct  and  unmistakable. 

The  Gospel  is  not  preached  in  any  airy-fairy  academic  or  spiritual 
abstractions  here!  The  Gospel  is  preached  here  at  the  very  center 
of  personal  existence  and  in  an  area  frequently  confused  and 
frustrated.  There  is  no  confusion  about  sex  here  either.  Sex  is 
not  the  Gospel,  nevertheless,  it  is  an  area  into  which  the  freedom 
of  the  Gospel  needs  to  be  and  can  be  spoken  as  real  revelation. 

The  Bible  recognizes  that  it  is  in  the  relation  of  man  and  woman, 
and  in  terms  describing  this-'  relation,  that  much  of  the  Gospel 
cab  be  nade  unmistakably  clear.  It  is  within  the  context  of  Man’s 
nature  as  man  and  woman  that  there  may  be  a  real  existential 
proclamation  of  God’s  Word.  Furthermore  it  is  properly  proclaimed 
here  for  it  is  the  very  place  where  God  makes  Man  in  his  own  image. 
Paul  speaks  of  the  relation  of  man  and  woman  in  marriage  as  a 
n great  mystery”, 

humdrum^-way  -e-f  -huma-n-em-st enc-  e~  or---&i-mply-as-n~r^me4y-a^ann-st---s4ni 
In  marriage  some  of  the  deepest  mysteries  of  Christian  faith  are 
exemplified.  The  Christian  can  never  see  marriage  as  the  old  humdrum 
way  of  human  existence  or  simply  as  a  remedy  against  sin! 


A  Messianic  note  is  also  struck  by  the  prophets  in  the  marriage 
imagery  and  it  is  in  this  same  spirit  that  John  the  Baptist  speaks 
of  Jesus  as  the  bridggroom.  Jesus  himself  announces  his  presence  dn 
these  terms,  "Can  the  wedding  guest  fast  while  the  bridegroom  is 
with  them?"'*' 

In  the  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians,  chapter  five,  Paul  sees  marriage 

in  the  realm  of  Christian  faith  not  only  as  participating  in  the 

order  of  creation  but  also  in  the  order  of  redemption. 

Wives,  be  subject  to  your  husbands  as  to  the  Lord. . .Husbands, 
love  your  wives,  as  Christ  loved  the  church  and  gave  himself 
up  for  her... This  is  a  great  mystery,  and  I  take  it  to  mean 
Christ  and  the  church, 

Paul  points  to  a  clear  analogy  between  marriage  and  Christ’s 
redeeming  work.  The  model  for  marriage ---not  the  marriage  of  man 
and  woman  as  the  model  for  the  Church--is  Christ’s  love  for  the 
Church.  In  Jesus  Christ  the  full  nature  of  married  love  is 
revealed.  Christ  illuminates  and  explains  marriage.  In  the  Old 
Testament  polygamy  had  always  been  possible  but  in  Christ  the  true 
nature  of  C-od  and  his  congregation  declares  once  and  for  all  the 
nature  of  the  relation  of  man  and  woman.  In  marriage  man  and  woman 
are  taught  before  Cod  of  a  true  encounter,  of  the  meaning  of  love 
for  another,  of  self  giving,  of  forgiveness  and  reconciliation. 

All  marriage,  even  amongst  non-Christians,  may  be  the  proclamation 
of  the  good  news  from  Cod,  In  the  encounter  of  man  and  woman  in 
marriage  we  are  reminded  that  God  wills  not  to  be  along,  not  to  be 
for  himself  but  for  Man,  for  his  chosen  people,  for  his  Church. 

In  this  way  marriage  from  the  beginning  of  the  world  is  like  a 
prophecy,  a  hope,  an  image  of  Christ’s  union  with  his  Church. 

■*•  Mk.  2:19 ,  and  also  the  wedding  parables  Matt. 22:1  ff  and  2^:1  ff 


u 


* 


a  mask  behind  which  God 


Luther  says  marriage  is  a  "larvae  Dei", 
hides  in  order  to  vanquish  selfishness  and  to  bring  forth  love  and 
self-sacrifice . 

Marriage  is  not  only  where  God’s  Word  may  be  heard  but  also  it 
is  the  place  through  which  God’s  Word  is  spoken  to  the  world.  It 
is  the  place  where  Man  is  free  for  God,  the  place  where  man  and 
woman  can  be  for  each  other  and  for  the  world  and  not  least  of  all 
for  their  children.  As  the  basis  of  the  analogy,  the  ontological 
nature  of  marriage  is  primary  in  contrast  to  procreation. 

Procreation  does  have  its  proper  place,  the  child  is  inherent  in 
the  marriage  by  promise  and  as  a  blessing.  But  the  nature  of 
marriage  is  in  the  unique  relational  existence  between  husband  and 
wife,  "one  flesh",  and  the  constitutive  act  of  this  relationship 
in  obedience  to  God’s  command  is  their  sexual  relation  in  intercourse. 
Thus  there  is  freedom  in  God’s  command,  there  is  a  right  and  proper 
place  for  birth  control  in  order  to  safeguard  the  proper  nature  of 
the  ontological  and  analogical  purposes  of  marriage.  That  is, 
there  is  an  area  of  freedom  for  the  practice  of  birth  control  where 
the  child  is  not  rejected  out  of  self  centredness  by  one  or  both 
of  the  marriage  members. 

The_  Institutional  Nature  of  Marriage 

The  Old  Testament,  not  being  just  a  religious  book  but  the 
record  of  the  social  and  legal  history  of  a  people  as  well,  is 
concerned  with  the  institutional  nature  of  marriage.  The  Old 
Testament  is  often  vigorous  and  rigid  in  its  enforcement  of  strict 
observance  of  prescribed  sexual  ethics  in  and  out  of  the  marriage 
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relationship,  even  to  the  point  of  death  upon  some  offenders.  In 
the  life  and  teaching  of  Jesus  there  appears  to  be  a  much  deeper 
demand  made  than  respectability  and  conformity  to  decent  social 
codes.  It  is  not  enough  to  regard  marriage  as  satisfactorily 
fulfilled  where  there  is  outward  conformity  to  its  institutional 
form  anymore  than  religious  conformity  fulfills  the  necessity  of 
faith.  Jesus  points  to  something  other  than  marriage  based  upon 
social  observance  when  he  speaks  about  adultery.  In  Matthew  5:27  ff 
he  speaks  not  of  a  property  transgression  of  another  man's  wife  but 
of  lust  in  the  heart  though  outwardly  all  is  quite  respectable. 

From  the  strict  view  of  the  law  his  attitude  to  the  Samaritan  woman 
at  Jacob’s  well  who  had  five  husbands  and  the  unfortunate  adulteress 
dragged  to  him  by  her  accusers  is  certainly  very  casual  toward 
such  obvious  sinners! 

The  Bible  does  not  see  marriage  established  by  civil  or 
religious  ceremony  but  by  the  union  of  man  and  woman.  Even  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  which  makes  a  sacrament  of  marriage  acknowledges 
that  it  is  not  the  religious  ceremony  which  is  the  ’wedding* . 

However,  the  conclusion  cannot  be  drawn  from  this  that  the  Bible 
has  no  concern  for  the  institutional  aspect  of  marriage.  Marriage 
is  not  a  thing  affecting  only  two  persons  but  as  the  Bible  sees 
very  much  a  part  of  the  whole  community  both  for  the  present  and  for 
the  future  in  the  children  which  are  born. 

Marriage  regarded  as  only  a  social  institution  is  primarily 
brought  to  question  when  the  prevailing  norma  are  outwardly 
challenged.  Where  the  ontological  nature  of  sex  is  obscured  through 
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an  emphasis  upon  specific  sexual  acts  as  dictated  by  institutional 
propriety,  Jesus  clearly  points  out  the  inadequacy  of  marriage. 1 
Institutional  patterns  always  seem  to  have  a  tendency  to  rest 
upon  their  momentum.  Provided  there  arises  no  pressing  demand 
the  institutional  requirement  is  fulfilled  however  inwardly 
bankrupt  the  relationship  may  be. 


In  the  course  of  this  thesis,  "The  Biblical  Doctrine  of 
Marriage”,  we  have  been  brought  to  consider  a  great  area  of  the 
Christian  Faith.  This,  in  itself,  speaks  for  the  profound 
implications  that  marriage  has  and  may  have  in  Man's  life  lived 
before  God.  There  is  much  truth  in  Karl  Barth’s  statement  that, 
"the  whole  dilemma  of  love  is  also  primarily  a  dilemma  of  faith”. 
There  is  given  to  the  Church  in  the  fact  of  Man’s  sexuality  a 
very  clear  and  effective  means  for  the  proclamation  of  God’s 
Word  not  just  in  respect  to  Man  as  a  sexual  being  but  to  his 
whole  life.  Not  only  may  the  Church  speak  through  the  nature 
of  marriage  in  clear  and  unmistakable  terms  to  Man  but  she  may 
declare  into  the  very  lives  of  men  and  women  the  Gospel  for  them 
as  male  and  female.  ‘’Neither  do  I  condemn  you;  go,  and  do  not 
sin  again,” 


1  Matt.  5:28,  John  4:l6-l8,  8;1-11. 
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